Andrews University

Digital Commons @ Andrews University
Dissertations

Graduate Research

2008

An Examination of Principal Leadership Practices and SchoolLevel Variables in Connecticut Schools with Achievement Gains
Above and Below the State's Average Performance Gain on State
Assessments
David R. Cormier
Andrews University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.andrews.edu/dissertations
Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons

Recommended Citation
Cormier, David R., "An Examination of Principal Leadership Practices and School-Level Variables in
Connecticut Schools with Achievement Gains Above and Below the State's Average Performance Gain on
State Assessments" (2008). Dissertations. 1696.
https://digitalcommons.andrews.edu/dissertations/1696

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate Research at Digital Commons @
Andrews University. It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Digital
Commons @ Andrews University. For more information, please contact repository@andrews.edu.

ABSTRACT

AN EXAMINATION OF PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP PRACTICES AND
SCHOOL-LEVEL VARIABLES IN CONNECTICUT SCHOOLS WITH
ACHIEVEMENT GAINS ABOVE AND BELOW THE STATE’S
AVERAGE PERFORMANCE GAIN ON
STATE ASSESSMENTS

by
David R. Cormier

Chair: James A. Tucker

ABSTRACT OF GRADUATE STUDENT RESEARCH
Dissertation

Andrews University
School of Education

Title: AN EXAMINATION OF PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP PRACTICES AND
SCHOOL-LEVEL VARIABLES IN CONNECTICUT SCHOOLS WITH
ACHIEVEMENT GAINS ABOVE AND BELOW THE STATE’S AVERAGE
PERFORMANCE GAIN ON STATE ASSESSMENTS
Name of researcher: David R. Cormier
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Problem
Effective-schools research has demonstrated that a building level administrator’s
leadership practices contribute to the success or failure of change efforts and impact
school culture and student achievement. Research in this area has focused primarily on
comparing high and low performing schools and the various antecedent/context variables
of such schools. This study examined schools with annual achievement gains above and
below the state’s average gain in student performance and sought to determine if there
were significant differences in school antecedent/context variables, leadership practices,
and mediating variables between these schools.

Method
Research participants represented a sample of Connecticut elementary schools with
annual student achievement gains above and below that of the state’s average gain.
Information on school antecedent/context variables was obtained through available data
collected by the Connecticut State Department of Education. Principal leadership
practices were measured by the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) developed by
Kouzes and Posner. The LPI assesses leadership practices relating to five dimensions: (a)
modeling the way, (b) inspiring a shared vision, (c) challenging the process, (d) enabling
others to act, and (e) encouraging the heart. Questionnaires were administered to
principals and three staff members of each sample group.

Results
This study revealed that no significant differences exist between schools
performing above and below the state’s average gains in student performance among
antecedent/context variables, principal leadership practices, mediating variables, and
student learning outcomes. Though the null hypotheses were accepted, findings from this
study support the premise revealed in the literature review regarding leadership as a
complex and dynamic construct and have implications for informing policymakers and
recommendations for future research.

Conclusions
This study revealed the complex nature of leadership and studies of leadership in
schools. Further, findings support the notion that leadership is not a construct involving a
single person or position, but rather a construct involving dynamic relationships and

interactions among and between people that is context specific. This study suggests that
regardless of schools’ contextual and demographic variables, improvements in student
performance are possible.

Andrews University
School of Education

AN EXAMINATION OF PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP PRACTICES AND
SCHOOL-LEVEL VARIABLES IN CONNECTICUT SCHOOLS WITH
ACHIEVEMENT GAINS ABOVE AND BELOW THE STATE’S
AVERAGE PERFORMANCE GAIN ON
STATE ASSESSMENTS

A Dissertation
Presented in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Philosophy

by
David R. Cormier
July 2008

©Copyright by David R. Cormier 2008
All Rights Reserved

AN EXAMINATION OF PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP PRACTICES AND SCHOOLLEVEL VARIABLES IN CONNECTICUT SCHOOLS WITH ACHIEVEMENT
GAINS ABOVE AND BELOW THE STATE’S AVERAGE PERFORMANCE GAIN
ON STATE ASSESSMENTS

A dissertation
presented in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

by
David R. Cormier

APPROVAL BY THE COMMITTEE:

External: Lyndon G. Furst

Dean,
Jean, School of Education
James R. Jeffery, Ph.D.

Date approved

With love, respect and gratitude, I dedicate this work in loving memory
to Roland Henry Cormier, my father. Thank you for being a teacher,
mentor, and friend; and for teaching me the importance of living
each day with humor, compassion, service to others,
and a deep sense of family values.

m

TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES..................................

vii

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS......................................................................................

viii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS............................................................................................

ix

Chapter
I. INTRODUCTION.................................................................................................

1

Introduction and Background.............................................................................. 1
Statement of the Problem...................................................................................... 3
Purpose of the Study.............................................................................................. 4
Rationale for the S tudy......................................................................................... 4
Theoretical Framework......................................................................................... 6
Research Questions..........................
8
Assumptions......................................................................................................... 9
General Methodology.............................................................................................. 10
Limitations.............................................................................................................. 11
Delimitations....................................................................................................... . 1 1
Significance of the Study.........................................................................................12
Definition of Term s................................................................................................. 12
Organization of the Study.........................................................................................15
II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE.............................................................. 17
Introduction.............................................................................................................. 17
Leadership.............................................................................................................. 18
A History of Leadership Studies................................................................... 20
Defining Leadership......................................................................................24
Leadership Practices ......................
26
The Leadership Challenge—Kouzes and Posner...........................................28
Modeling the Way................................................................................ 30
Inspiring a Shared Vision......................................................................31
Challenging the P ro cess......................................................................33
Enabling Others to A c t........................................................................ 34
Encouraging the H e a rt........................................................................ 34
Effective-Schools R esearch................................................................................... 35
IV

Administrator/Principal-Effects S tudies................................................................ 37
Conceptions of Leadership, Theoretical Models, and Research Design. . . 45
Conceptualization of Leadership........................................................ 46
Theoretical M odels..............................................................................48
Research Design................................................................................... 52
Context Variables and Studies of Achievement...........................................53
Summary.................................................................................................................57
III. METHODOLOGY.................................................................................................58
Introduction.............................................................................................................. 58
Overview of Methodology......................................................................................61
Research Participants.............................................................................................. 62
Sampling Procedure.................................................................................................63
Research Design...................................................................................................... 64
V ariables.................................................................................................................64
Instrumentation.........................................................................................................65
Reliability................
66
Validity........................................................................................................... 67
Research Procedure.................................................................................................69
Data Collection.............................................................................................. 69
Data Analysis.................................................................................................70
Null H ypotheses........................................................................................... 72
Summary.................................................................................................................73
IV. RESULTS...........................................................

74

Introduction.............................................................................................................. 74
Participants.............................................................................................................. 74
Research Questions and H ypotheses......................................................................77
Results for Research Hypothesis of Question 1 .......................................... 78
Results for Research Hypotheses of Question 2 ...........................................80
Results for Research Hypotheses of Question 3 ...........................................84
Results for Research Hypothesis of Question 4 .......................................... 88
Summary of Analyses.............................................................................................. 91
V. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS..............................................................93
Background of the Study and Statement of the Problem
Summary of the Literature R eview .............................
Overview of the Theoretical M odel.............................
Summary of the Methodology.....................................
Research Questions and H ypotheses...........................
Findings.........................................................................
Discussion and Conclusions........................................
Recommendations for Practice......................................
v

93
94
95
98
100
101

103
106
108

Recommendations for Further Research...............................................................109
Sum m ary...............................................................................................................110
Appendix
A. LETTERS OF PERMISSION......................................................................... I l l
B. IRB APPROVAL LETTER................................................
114
C. CORRESPONDENCE TO PRINCIPALS.......................................................116
D . LPI SURVEYS .............................................................................................120
REFERENCE L I S T ........................................................

125

VITA

134

LIST OF TABLES
1. Stodgdill’s Five Trait C lu ste rs........................................ .....................................

21

2. The Five Practices and Ten Commitments of Leadership......................................

30

3. 21 Leadership Responsibilities with Correlations to Student Achievement...........

42

4. Reliability (Cronbach Alpha) Coefficients for the LPI by Respondent Categories.

68

5. LPI Means and Standard Deviations by Respondent Category................................ 68
6. Description of Case S am ples................................................................................... 76
7. LPI Composite Comparisons of School Samples...................................................

80

8. Independent Sample /-Test for LPI Composite Scores...........................................

80

9. LPI Subscale Comparison of School Samples................................................... ..

83

10. Independent Sample /-Test for Five LPI Subscales.................................................84
11. Context Variable Comparison of School S am ples..............................................

87

12. Independent Sample/-Test for Four Context V ariables.........................................87
13. Descriptive Statistics for 30 LPI Item s................................................................... 90
14. LPI Items Representing Differences Between Sample G roups..............................91

vii

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

1. Theoretical Model for Examining Principal E ffects.................................................7
2. Distributed Leadership Model................................................................................... 23
3. Hallinger and Heck’s Models of Principal E ffects................................................... 49
4. Hallinger and Heck’s Mediated Effects With Antecedent Effects M odel................ 98
5. Model for Examining Principal E ffe c ts................................................................... 99

viii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to acknowledge the professional guidance and feedback provided by
my dissertation committee: Dr. Gary Gifford, Dr. Sylvia Gonzalez, Dr. Kristin
Stehouwer, and Dr. Lyndon G. Furst. In particular, I would like to thank my committee
chair, Dr. Jim Tucker, for his support and reassurance throughout the process.
I would also like to thank the State Education Resource Center of Connecticut for
partnering on this job-embedded research. The collective talent and wisdom of this
service organization have impacted my personal and professional growth considerably
and I am forever grateful.
I would like to give special thanks to my cohort members. Relationships have
proven to be essential to this process and I am most blessed to have experienced this
journey with colleagues and friends.
Finally, I would like to express my gratitude for my family. In particular, I would
like to give thanks to my mother Diane who has been a guiding light in my life; my
stepfather Paul; my sister Aimee; and nephews Alec and Kyle. I would also like to
acknowledge Ben, who truly is man’s best friend, for being by my side every step of the
way and for his willingness to play Frisbee when I needed a break. It is with greatest
appreciation that I acknowledge David, my partner, friend, and soul-mate, for his
patience, understanding, and belief in me. Thank you all for encouraging me to pursue
my goals and dreams.

IX

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Introduction and Background
In an era of increased accountability for student achievement, it is essential for
school principals to demonstrate effective leadership practices (Leithwood & Duke,
1998; Reeves, 2004a, 2006; Waters & Grubb, 2004b). Often, school leaders are faced
with implementing multiple school-reform initiatives in an effort to be responsive to
district, state, and federal accountability measures (Fullan, 2001; Hess, 1999; Schmoker,
2006). It takes an effective principal to navigate through the often overwhelming sea of
reform initiatives and to effectively implement and lead school communities in such a
way that yields positive and sustainable improvements in student performance.
Researchers and practitioners alike have relied on nearly 40 years of effective-schools
research to inform practice that supports and sustains school improvement (Waters,
Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). This research has consistently demonstrated that the
leadership practices of school principals contribute to the success or failure of change
efforts and impact school culture and student achievement (Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger,
Bickman, & Davis, 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Pitner, 1988).
The specific accounts of a school’s improvement journey can teach us a great deal
about what is necessary to improve student learning. For example, an elementary school
located in one of Connecticut’s wealthier shoreline communities, with a unique
1

demographic makeup, is just one of many schools making great gains in student
achievement. The story of this school’s journey provides a lens for examining principal
leadership practices and school context variables. This Pre-K through fifth grade intra
district school serves a racially and economically diverse population of approximately
300 students that is atypical of the other schools in the district. Thirty-two percent of the
school’s students receive free or reduced lunch as compared to 7% for the district, and the
school has a total minority population of 53% compared to 23% district-wide.
Previous interviews of teachers and parents highlight that, 3 years ago, the school
suffered from low morale, low parent involvement, low student performance, and a lessthan-desirable school culture. Teachers and parents also articulated that the school’s
resources were not always commensurate with that of other district schools and that the
central office and the community often treated the school inequitably. Under new
leadership, the school community has chosen the theme of “Renaissance School” to
reflect the significant changes in this once failing school. The staff became focused on,
and committed to, raising the achievement of all students and to establishing a climate of
collaboration and community. A clear and common focus, communicated through the
mantra, “We do whatever it takes,” has produced student performance results that reflect
a trend toward closing achievement gaps. Now, the school boasts the third-highest
increase in student achievement scores of all Connecticut elementary schools on the
fourth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) over the past 2 years, leading to the
school’s receiving a prestigious state recognition award. School staff, central office
administration, students, and parents all attribute the success of the school to the
leadership of the new school principal.
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How was this principal able to accomplish so much in such a short period of
time? How was she, through her leadership practices, able to raise student achievement
to mirror that of the other district schools when the percentage of minority students and
students receiving free or reduced lunch was significantly higher? What is it that this
principal and principals of schools with similar gains in student achievement are doing to
get results?

Statement of the Problem
Historically, effective-schools research has focused on comparing high and low
performing schools and the various antecedent/context variables (i.e., student or
community demographic information) of such schools (Behuniak & Reis, 2006; Bossert,
1988). High or low performing status of schools is typically identified by the percentage
of students at a specified level of performance on state assessments. Based on findings of
the effective-schools research, assumptions have been made as to predictors of student
performance related to school antecedent/context variables, including the percentage of
minority students attending the school and the socioeconomic background of those
students (Behuniak & Reis, 2006; Gordon, 2005; Kaplan, Owings, & Nunnery, 2005).
My study focused on schools that made gains above (between 12.3 and 22.2%)
and gains below (between 1.2 and 2.0%) the state’s average gain in student performance
in a short period of time. Schools included in the sample were not necessarily high or
low performing as defined by the effective-schools literature, but rather had all achieved
student performance gains on state assessments. The study sought to determine if there
was a difference in the antecedent/context variables between schools performing above
and below the state’s average gain. This study also examined the specific leadership
3

practices of building principals in order to determine a profile of leadership practices
necessary to effect the improvement of student performance on state assessments.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of my study was to: (a) determine the common leadership practices
of principals associated with schools demonstrating gains above and below the state’s
average gain in student achievement; and (b) determine if there was a significant
difference in the leadership practices, antecedent/context variables, and mediating
variables (i.e., pathways by which administrators achieve their results) of schools with
percentage gains above the state’s average gain and that of schools below the state’s
average gain in student performance.

Rationale for the Study
Since the late 1970s, educational leadership research and literature suggest that
there is both a direct and indirect correlation between principal leadership and student
achievement outcomes (Cotton, 2003; Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger, 1983). Over the years,
many have speculated about the specific extent and nature of this correlation. In 2001,
the Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) began a review of over
5,000 studies published since 1970 examining the relationship between school leadership
and student achievement. Among the findings, McREL determined that principal
leadership is significantly correlated with student achievement. Waters and Grubb
(2004a) report: “The average effect size, expressed as a correlation, is .25. This means
that a one standard deviation improvement in principal leadership is associated with a 10
percentile difference in student achievement” (p. 2).
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Principal leadership practices are a critical factor in the improvement of student
achievement (Hallinger, 1983; Leithwood & Duke, 1998; Waters et ah, 2003). In the
mid-1990s, members of the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) met with
the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) to develop and publish a set
of standards identifying the attributes and behaviors of effective school leaders (Council
of Chief State School Officers, 1996). By the late 1990s, the Connecticut Standards for
School Leaders (Connecticut State Department of Education, 1999) were adopted. These
standards, which are aligned with the ISLLC standards, outline the skills, dispositions,
and performances of successful school administrators.
While the standards, skills, and dispositions of school leaders are clearly outlined,
we have much to leam about the role that leadership practices play in impacting student
performance across schools with varying demographics and school-level
antecedent/context variables (Cotton, 2003; Waters et al., 2003). Furthermore, low
performing schools are often reluctant to replicate practices found in high performing
schools due to perceived differences in antecedent/context variables (Behuniak & Reis,
2006; Gordon, 2005). This study focused on comparing Connecticut schools with gains
above and below the state’s average gain in student performance within 1 year rather than
comparing high and low performing schools. This unique sample of Connecticut schools
reflects varied demographic profiles as demonstrated by their antecedent/context variable
data. The identification of common leadership-practices among these diverse schools
may serve other schools in need of improvement in an effort to promote and sustain
similar improvement results.

5

Theoretical Framework
Pitner (1988), in her pioneering work examining administrator/principal effects
and effectiveness, proposes a set of theoretical models that allow us to examine, critique,
classify, and design principal-effects studies in a variety of ways. Hallinger and his
colleagues (1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1998) used Pitner’s theoretical models to organize
research on principal-effects studies as part of a meta-analysis. They claim that while we
know that a relationship exists between principal leadership and student achievement, the
relationship itself is complex and does not easily lend itself to empirical research. Earlier
principal-effects studies tended to use correlational models to study a direct relationship
between principal behavior and student achievement. In an effort to design studies that
are more reliable, both Pitner (1988) and Hallinger and Heck (1996, 1998) suggest that a
more complex theoretical model be used than that of simple direct effects models. Such a
model would examine the indirect effects of leadership on student achievement.
We know that principal leadership practices and school antecedent/context
variables play a more complex role in influencing mediating variables, and ultimately
student achievement (Cotton, 2003; Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1998;
Pitner, 1988). In these more complex models (see Figure 1), antecedent/context variables
uniquely determine the demographic profile of the school and have a direct influence on
the leadership practices and behaviors of the administrator (Hallinger & Heck, 1996;
Pitner, 1988). School administrators do not necessarily influence these
antecedent/context variables; however, these variables can influence the behavior and
actions of school administrators (Pitner, 1988).

6

Antecedent/Context

Principal

Variables

Leadership

Mediating Variables

Student Learning
Outcomes

Figure 1.Theoretical model for examining principal effects. Adapted from “The Study of
Administrator Effects and Effectiveness,” by N. Pitner (p. 100), in N. Boyan (Ed.),
Handbook o f Research in Educational Administration, 1988, New York: Longman.

Likewise, leadership practices have a direct influence on the mediating variables
and an indirect influence on student learning outcomes. Mediating variables bridge
variables that have an indirect impact on other variables and a more direct impact on the
desired result, improved student performance. Figure 1 depicts the overall complexity of
the impact each variable has on student learning outcomes.
Kouzes and Posner (2002, 2003b) provide a detailed model for examining
patterns of leadership behaviors based on five practices of exemplary leadership. These
practices include: (a) modeling the way; (b) inspiring a shared vision; (c) challenging the
process; (d) enabling others to act; and (e) encouraging the heart. The Leadership
Practices Inventory (LPI) is a research-validated tool that allows researchers to examine
specific principal leadership practices and related mediating variables that are correlated
to student learning outcomes. Administrators obtain their desired results through
focusing on specific practices applied by working through other people (Hallinger &
Heck, 1998; Spillane, 2006). This study used the raw scores for each of the five
7

individual leadership practices that comprise the LPI as the mediating variables as they
represent pathways by which administrators achieve their results.

Research Questions
To learn more about the leadership practices of principals associated with schools
making gains above and below the state’s average gain in student achievement and to
determine if significant differences exist between school’s antecedent/context variables,
principal leadership practices, mediating variables, and student performance, the
following four research questions guided this study:
1. Is there is a difference in the leadership practices of building administrators of
schools achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gain in
performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT?
2. Is there a difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the building administrator’s ability to: (a)
model the way; (b) inspire a shared vision; (c) challenge the process; (d) enable others to
act; and (e) encourage the heart (mediating variables)?
3. Is there a difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the following school antecedent/contextual
variables: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch; (b) District
Reference Group (DRG); (c) total student enrollment; and (d) student minority
population percentage (antecedent/context variables)?
8

4.

Are there common leadership practices, as measured by the Leadership

Practices Inventory (LPI), among school administrators of schools with gains in student
performance on the CMT higher than the state’s average gain in student performance on
the CMT?
This study sought to determine if there is a significant difference in the school
antecedent/context variables, leadership-practices, and mediating variables between
schools above and below the state’s average performance gains in student achievement
on the CMT.

Assumptions
The following assumptions were made in relation to the design of this study:
1. Leadership practices have a direct influence on mediating variables and an
indirect influence on student learning outcomes.
2. Antecedent/context variables uniquely determine the context of the school and
have a direct influence on the leadership practices and behaviors of the administrator.
3. Student achievement scores on state assessments are a valid measure of student
learning outcomes.
4. The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) self-inventory and observer
inventory (360-degree feedback from constituents) will provide insight to the leadership
practices of school administrators. Raw scores from each of the five practices within the
LPI will indicate a school administrator’s influence on mediating variables that affect the
school climate.
5. Survey respondents will provide honest answers to question prompts on the
LPI.
9

General Methodology
Research participants represented a sample of Connecticut elementary schools
making annual student achievement gains. The percent gain was determined by the
increase in the percentage of students performing at or above goal range across the three
subtests on the fourth- to fifth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). The sample
group was divided into two subgroups. The first subgroup included schools with annual
achievement gains above that of the state’s average of 4% gain. A comparative subgroup
of elementary schools with annual student achievement gains just below the state’s
average was also studied. Cohort student achievement data from Spring 2006 to Spring
2007 on the fourth- and fifth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) were used. To be a
part of the sample, principals held incumbency for 2 or more years as of September 2007.
Information on antecedent/context variables were obtained through available data
collected and disseminated by the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE).
Specific context variables include: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced
lunch, (b) District Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d) student
minority population percentage. Principal leadership practices were measured through
use of the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) developed by Kouzes and Posner
(2003b). This 30-item questionnaire was administered to each of the principals in the
sample. In addition, three faculty members from each of the principal’s buildings were
asked to complete the questionnaire regarding the principal’s leadership practices to
obtain 360-degree feedback from constituents. All questionnaires were numerically
coded to ensure anonymity. The questionnaire is a research-validated tool that takes
approximately 5 minutes to complete.
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I used inferential statistics to determine if there was a statistically significant
difference between several groups of variables (Patten, 2002). A t-test was used to
determine the statistical significance of the differences between sample subgroups and
the various context, mediating, and leadership variables.

Limitations
This study was limited in terms of its two sample subgroups of schools identified
as demonstrating gains in student achievement above and below the state’s average gain,
as measured by cohort data on state assessments. The data sets with respect to student
achievement were limited to fourth- and fifth-grade assessment scores of Connecticut
public schools. Data sets measuring leadership practices were limited to the results of the
LPI, which were based on the self-perceptions of school administrators and the
perceptions of three members of the school staff.

Delimitations
Delimitations for this study include the following:
1. A focus on the previously noted four specified research questions
2. A purposeful sample (TVof 24) of Connecticut elementary schools
3. A focus on examining only four of several possible antecedent/context
variables (percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunch, District Reference
Group [DRG], total student enrollment, and student minority population percentage)
4. Achievement defined by student performance on the CMT
5. School administrator leadership practices other than those identified on the LPI
self-inventory and observer inventory.

11

Significance of the Study
According to Kouzes and Posner (2002), leadership can be learned. Constituents
representing state and federal policy makers, professional development organizations,
higher education institutions, and local school districts need to be well informed as to the
leadership practices that are correlated with improved student learning outcomes.
Findings from this research will serve to improve school administrator preparation
programs, school administrator mentoring programs, and school improvement planning
implementation.
School administrator preparation programs will be able to align core curricula for
school administrators with the essential school administrator practices that show a
significant correlation to student achievement gains. Administrator mentoring programs
will have detailed information regarding specific administrator performances that
increase the capacity of school administrators to be effective leaders. School support
professionals consulting with these administrators will have research-based guidance to
direct a process of examining the leadership capacity of the administrator. Finally,
findings from this study will add to the body of effective-schools research and literature
by examining a unique group of administrators and the commonalities among school
antecedent/context variables, leadership practices, mediating variables, and student
performance.

Definition of Terms
360-Degree Feedback: A structure or format for increasing self-awareness that
involves a combination of feedback from individual self-reflections and reflections based
on the perceptions of others (e.g., direct reports, managers, or other constituents). This
12

information, often gathered through surveys or questionnaires, is used to guide future
decisions and actions (Kouzes & Posner, 2002).
Achievement/Performance Gains: A formula for determining the percentage of
increase in student achievement over time. It is calculated by subtracting the average
percentage of fourth-grade students within goal range across the three subtests on the
fourth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) in the Spring 2006 from the average for
this same class of students 1 year later on the Spring 2007 fifth-grade CMT.
The Achievement Gap: The difference between how a particular subgroup of
students performs as compared to another (e.g., academic performance of Black and
Hispanic students compared to White students; academic performance of children from
low-income families compared to students from high-income families).
Administrator/Principal: For the purpose of this study, “administrator” and
“principal” are used synonymously to refer to principals of Connecticut elementary
schools.
Antecedent/Context Variables: Variables used in principal-effects studies to
account for school characteristics or student and community demographic information.
School administrators do not necessarily influence these antecedent/context variables;
however, these variables can influence the behavior and actions of school administrators
(Pitner, 1988).
The Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT): A statewide, standardized assessment
administered to public school students in Grades 3 through 8.
District Reference Groups (DRG): A state of Connecticut classification system of
public school districts with similar demographics for the purpose of legitimizing
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school/district comparisons. The following seven variables are used in the calculation to
determine a district’s DRG: (a) income, (b) education, (c) occupation, (d) family
structure, (e) poverty, (f) home language, and (g) district enrollment. A “K-Means”
cluster analysis of the above-mentioned variables was used to cluster the districts in like
groups.
Effective Schools Research: A body of research and literature that provides
descriptive characteristics of the context variables for high performing schools as
measured by student achievement, in addition to specific leadership behaviors associated
with administrators in high performing schools (Edmonds, 1979; National Commission
on Excellence in Education, 1983; Waters et al., 2003).
Leadership: The context of, and interactions between and among, individuals in
organizations that move a group toward an intended goal or outcome that supports the
common good. Leadership is about transforming values into actions, visions into
realities, and struggles into triumphs (Kouzes & Posner, 2002; Leithwood & Duke, 1998;
Sergiovanni, 2000; Spillane, 2006; Yukl, 2002).
Leadership Practices: For the purpose of this study, leadership practices are
defined by Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) (2003b).
Leadership practices are defined by five dimensions of leadership behavior including: (a)
modeling the way; (b) inspiring a shared vision; (c) challenging the process; (d) enabling
others to act; and (e) encouraging the heart.
Mediating Variables: Variables used in principal-effects studies to account for
specific factors that lead to a desired result. They bridge variables that have an indirect
impact on other variables. A theory of mediated-effects proposes that administrators

14

yield results through other people (Hallinger & Heck, 1998). This study uses the raw
scores for each of the five individual leadership practices that comprise the LPI as the
mediating variables as these practices represent pathways for administrators to improve
student outcome variables.
No Child Left Behind (NCLB): The 2001 federal act requiring states to establish
accountability systems for all schools. Examining the percentage of students at or above
proficiency on state-determined standardized assessments, such as the Connecticut
Master Test (CMT), is one such requirement. The goal is for all students, including
subgroups of poor and minority students, to score at or above proficiency by the school
year 2013-2014 (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001).
School Improvement: Specific steps or strategies aimed at increasing the academic
performance of all students. School improvement strategies are often correlated with the
effective-schools research (DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005; Hess, 1999; Reeves, 2004a,
2006; Schmoker, 1999, 2006; Zmuda, Kuklis, & Kline, 2004).
Student Achievement: For the purpose of this study, student achievement is
defined by performance on Connecticut’s state-wide, standardized assessment, the
Connecticut Mastery Test. Subtests of the CMT through the 2007 administration include
reading, writing, and mathematics.

Organization of the Study
In chapter 1 ,1 explore the background, rationale, and problem for this study. I
also introduce the theoretical framework and research questions that guide the design of
the study. Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature, providing a historical context of
effective-schools research and current developments in the study of principal effects on
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student achievement. I begin the review with a broad view of leadership and end with a
focused look at leadership and antecedent/context variables impacting student
achievement. In chapter 3 ,1 describe the research methodology I used to address the four
research questions proposed in chapter 1. In this chapter, I explain the methods used for
selecting the sample, collecting data, and data analysis. In chapter 4 ,1 describe the
results of the study. In this chapter, I discuss the findings related to the four guiding
research questions the study. In chapter 5 ,1 provide a summary of the study, discuss
substantive findings, draw conclusions, and highlight suggestions and recommendations
for further research.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2005), in their report
entitled How Leadership Influences Student Learning, noted:
Effective education leadership makes a difference in improving learning. There’s
nothing new or especially controversial about that idea. What’s far less clear, even
after several decades of school renewal efforts, is just how leadership matters, how
important those effects are in promoting the learning of all children, and what the
essential ingredients of successful leadership are. . . . Leadership not only matters: it
is second only to teaching among school-related factors in its impact on student
learning, (p. 3)
More than 35 years of effective-schools research has demonstrated that leadership
matters in terms of educational outcomes (Cotton, 2003; Heck & Hallinger, 2005;
Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005a; Schmoker, 2006). In an effort to be responsive to
state and federal mandates, significant resources are being spent to build the capacity of
school leaders so that they have the knowledge, skills, and attributes necessary to
improve student performance. There is an emergent need to examine what we know
about the leaders of effective schools and of schools that have made significant gains in
student achievement, so that we can prepare other school leaders to produce the same
results (Institute for Educational Leadership, 2005; Johnson & Uline, 2005). With a
focus on what leaders need to know and be able to do, the hope is to prepare leaders who
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are able to impact systems within schools, thus leading to improved student learning
outcomes.
This study compared the leadership practices of principals associated with schools
with gains in student achievement above the state’s average gain to those with gains
below the state’s average and sought to determine if significant differences existed
between principal-leadership practices, antecedent/context variables, and mediating
variables of their respective schools. The review of related literature and research,
associated with principal effects on student performance measures, begins with a broad
examination of various conceptualizations of leadership. This background and history on
the study of leadership leads to an examination of research and theory on effective
leadership practices.
To further establish the context for this study, connections are made between the
previous research and literature on effective leadership practices, and the body of
research known as the effective-schools research. Subsequently, a review of
principal/administrator effects on student achievement was conducted. Lastly, through
the examination of the literature associated with the context/antecedent variables outlined
in this study, a deeper understanding of the interdependent and complex nature of these
variables is explored.

Leadership
There is a continually growing body of literature and research on the nature and
impact of leadership on organizations (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Rost, 1991; Yukl, 2002)
Cases linking leadership to organizational performance are voluminous and have
appeared in business, management, and education literature (Fullan, 2001; Rost, 1991).
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Bennis and Nanus (1997) assert that the force behind successful organizations is
leadership, and that leadership is vital to strengthening organizations and propelling them
toward a common vision. Over the years, researchers and theorists have attempted to
define a conceptual understanding of the complex nature of leadership (Rost, 1991). This
has frequently been accomplished by examining the behavioral characteristics of leaders
in effective and ineffective organizations (Kouzes & Posner, 2002).
The vast amount of literature and research on leadership can be understood
through an examination of relevant theories and practices. To understand what effective
leadership is, Yukl (2002) suggests that we classify theory and research according to five
approaches: (a) trait approaches, (b) behavior approaches, (c) power-influence
approaches, (d) situational approaches, and (e) integrative approaches. Yukl also notes
that we can examine leadership from the perspective of individuals, groups, or
organizations. This thinking is shared by other researchers and theorists who emphasize
that the complex nature of leadership relates to a set of interdependent variables that
include complex relationships with various people, groups, and contexts (Ciulla, 2003;
Rost, 1991; Spillane, 2006; Yukl, 2002).
Throughout the past century, leadership has been studied in several ways. Bennis
and Nanus (1997), Kouzes and Posner (2002), and Rost (1991) claim that while much is
known to date regarding the nature of leadership, we are continually learning how to
apply this knowledge in practice. Kouzes and Posner (2002) claim that the fundamentals
of leadership have remained the same for centuries, but that the context for leadership has
changed. Furthermore, the challenge of 21st-century scholars and practitioners will be
integrating what we have learned about effective leadership traits, behaviors, and
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characteristics, with a deeper understanding of leadership as a set of complex
relationships that are context dependent (Bennis & Nanus, 1997; Rost, 1991).

A History of Leadership Studies
While the history of leadership studies is well documented in the literature, Rost
(1991) suggests that these studies have not necessarily provided a clear description of
what leadership is and how it impacts organizational outcomes. The history of leadership
studies has been broken down into different movements or theories associated with
specific time periods.
Theories of leadership in the 18th, 19th, and first part of the 20th centuries are
referred to as the great man theories. This school of thought is built on the premise that
leaders are bom to lead and that leadership ability is innate and cannot be taught. The
great man theory is centered on the belief that only a few are inherently destined to be
leaders and power is vested in this small group of individuals (Bennis & Nanus, 1997;
Rost, 1991).
The leadership movement from 1930 through 1950 is commonly referred to as
trait theory. This theory focused on examining the characteristics, personality traits, and
intellectual abilities of leaders. This period is characterized by assumptions regarding
leadership effectiveness and personal attributes of leaders. Hundreds of trait studies were
done in the 1930s and 1940s. Ralph Stodgdill, a scholar from Ohio State University,
conducted a meta-analysis reviewing 124 empirical studies conducted between 1904 and
1947 (Sashkin & Sashkin, 2003). He concluded that the evidence from trait theories was
not substantial in determining or predicting leadership ability. The decline of this
movement brought the realization that other variables exist that interact with
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characteristics and personality traits (Yukl, 2002). Table 1 shows Stodgdill’s five trait
clusters as reported in Sashkin and Sashkin (2003).

Table 1
Stogdill's Five Trait Clusters

Stodgdill’s Five Trait Clusters

Cluster Description

Capacity

Intelligence
Judgment

Achievement

Scholarship
Knowledge

Responsibility

Dependability
Aggressiveness
Self-Confidence
Desire to Excel

Participation

Activity
Sociability
Cooperation
Adaptability

Position
Popularity
Note. From Leadership That Matters: The Critical Factors for Making a Difference in
People’s Lives and Organizations ’ Success (p. 29), by M. Sashkin and M.G. Sashkin,
2003, San Francisco: Berret-Koehler.
Status

The research findings from this meta-analysis prompted Stodgdill and his
colleagues at Ohio State to begin researching the behaviors associated with effective
leadership, which started the behavior theory movement that dominated the 1950s and
1960s (DuBrin, 1995). Behavior theory is often associated with the post-World War II
time period. During this time, attention shifted to examining and studying specific
behaviors that leaders and mangers performed on the job and their relation to work
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satisfaction and productivity of subordinates (Yukl, 2002). Behavior theory led to major
shifts in thinking regarding the ability to develop leadership in others. This change in
theory prompted an increase in leadership courses and management seminars (DuBrin,
1995).
Simultaneous to the research on leader behaviors that was being conducted at
Ohio State University, researchers at the University of Michigan conducted several
studies focused on behavioral strategies of supervisors associated with effective
performance. Findings from the Michigan and Ohio research were similar in that they
both identified two categories of leader behaviors. One set of behaviors focused on
various task-oriented behaviors and others focused more on employee-centered behaviors
(Sashkin & Sashkin, 2003).
By the late 1960s and 1970s, researchers noted the context or setting of leadership
as yet another variable not previously considered (Sashkin & Sashkin, 2003). This led to
the contingency or situational theory movement whereby an emphasis on the contextual
factors associated with effective leadership practices were studied (Yukl, 2002).
Researchers began to examine traits and behaviors of leaders across various contexts and
settings to determine the influence of organizational or environmental characteristics on
leadership practices. In 1971, Robert House developed the path-goal theory, which
promoted the idea that leadership actions should be driven by the specific needs of
subordinates and that the level of support or leadership provided is directly connected to
the situation (Sashkin & Sashkin, 2003). To be successful, House (1971) suggested that
leaders assess the context and situation and decide between four leadership styles: (a)
directive, (b) supportive, (c) participative, or (d) achievement oriented.
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James Spillane (2006) has based his current research, which studies leadership
practices in education, on earlier research from the contingency/situational movement.
Spillane found that effective school leadership is characterized by what he refers to as
distributed leadership. Spillane’s qualitative research was used to develop a framework
for examining leadership practices in schools and defines distributed leadership in terms
of the multi-faceted interaction between leaders, followers, and the situation/context
(Spillane, 2006). This relationship is illustrated in Figure 2.

L

Figure 2. Distributed leadership model. From Distributed Leadership (p. 3), by J. P.
Spillane, 2006, San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons.
The 1980s and 1990s brought a focus on organizational and transformational
leadership characterized by more contemporary theories of leadership that examine
concepts of distributed, spiritual, and ethical/moral leadership (Bennis & Nanus, 1997;
Rost, 1991; Spillane, 2006; Yukl, 2002). James McGregor Bums (1978) introduced the
concept of transformational leadership while studying social leaders all over the world.
His research was centered in determining how these leaders were able to transform
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followers to reach a common vision or goal. Bums made a distinction between
transactional leaders who are motivated by appealing to followers’ self-interest and
transformational leaders who are driven by values and moral ideals (Bums, 1978).
Transformational leaders take into account the commitments and capacities of members
of the organization and adapt with this in mind in order to propel groups toward a
common goal. Advancements in the area of transformational leadership have continued
with the works of Thomas Sergiovanni (2000), James Kouzes and Barry Posner (2002),
Warren Bennis and Burt Nanus (1997), and Kenneth Leithwood and Doris Jantzi (1999).
Defining Leadership
Scholars of leadership attempt often to determine an agreed-upon definition of the
term leadership. Those who study the use of language purport that the definition of a
word is determined by the perceptions of the user and not necessarily those who study it
(Bohm, 1980; Ciulla, 2003). Bennis and Nanus (1997) claim that decades of literature
and research reviews have yielded over 850 definitions of leadership. Others have
claimed that after a century of leadership studies, we still do not fully understand the
phenomenon that is leadership. Rost (1991) is clear regarding his perspective of the
problems associated with defining leadership:
Neither the scholars nor the practitioners have been able to define leadership with
precision, accuracy, and conciseness so that people are able to label it correctly when
they see it happening or engage in it. Without an agreed-upon definition, all kinds of
activities, processes, and persons are labeled as leadership by both scholars and
practitioners. The word leadership (and, to some extent, related words such as lead,
leader, and leading) are used in scholarly and popular publications, organizational
newsletters and reports, and the media to mean very different things that have little to
do with any considered notion of what leadership actually is. (p. 6)
Leithwood and Riehl (2003) and Yukl (2002) argue that providing direction and
exercising influence are at the core of most definitions of leadership. Likewise, Sashkin
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and Sashkin (2003), in an effort to synthesize findings from the history of leadership
research, define leadership by combining notions of personality traits, behaviors, and
organizational contexts. Spillane (2006) similarly describes leadership in terms of a set
of complex relationships between and among people that is influenced by the context in
which it is exercised. Yukl (2002, p. 3) shares the following definitions to demonstrate
over 50 years of attempts to define leadership.
1. Leadership is “the behavior of an individual . . . directing the activities of a group
toward a shared goal” (Hemphill & Coons, 1957, p. 7).
2. Leadership is “the influential increment over and above mechanical compliance
with the routine directives of the organization” (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 528).
3. “Leadership is exercised when persons . . . mobilize . . . institutional, political,
psychological, and other resources so as to arouse, engage, and satisfy the motives
of followers” (Bums, 1978, p. 18).
4. Leadership is “the process of influencing the activities of an organized group
toward goal achievement” (Rauch & Behling, 1984, p. 46).
5. “Leadership is a process of giving purpose (meaningful direction) to collective
effort, and causing willing effort to be expended to achieve purpose” (Jacobs &
Jaques, 1990, p. 281).
6. Leadership “is the ability to step outside the culture . . . to start evolutionary
change processes that are more adaptive” (Schein, 1992, p. 2).
7. “Leadership is the process of making sense of what people are doing together so
that people will understand and be committed” (Drath & Palus, 1994, p. 4).
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8. “Leadership is about articulating visions, embodying values, and creating the
environment within which things can be accomplished” (Richards & Engle, 1986,
p. 206).
9. Leadership is “the ability of an individual to influence, motivate, and enable
others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of the organization . .. ”
(House et al., 1999, p. 184).
Perhaps more useful than a brief definition of leadership is a set of assumptions
and understandings of leadership drawn from researchers and practitioners. Leithwood
and Riehl (2003) propose the following assumptions:
1. Leadership exists within social relationships and serves social ends.
2. Leadership involves purpose and direction.
3. Leadership is an influence process.
4. Leadership is a function.
5. Leadership is contextual and contingent (pp. 7-9).

Leadership Practices
The transformational leadership movement has led to a focus on identifying the
leadership practices that are pervasive in effective organizations. Bennis and Nanus
(1997) and Kouzes and Posner (2002) were among the first researchers to examine
leadership practices in effective organizations. Through interviews and observations,
they extracted common practices of effective leaders that led organizations to success.
Sashkin and Sashkin (2003) describe these behaviors as quite different from those
identified in the studies conducted prior to 1970. More contemporary research has
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highlighted practices or behaviors such as: developing a common vision, empowering
others, and inspiring meaning.
Bennis and Nanus (1997) conducted research involving a series of observations
and 90 unstructured interviews with successful CEOs and leaders from public
organizations. After 2 years of collecting and analyzing interview transcripts, Bennis and
Nanus identified four leadership practices in which all 90 leaders in the study regularly
engaged. The four practices identified were: (a) attention through vision, (b) meaning
through communication, (c) trust through positioning, and (d) the development of self.
Bennis and Nanus (1997), through their research, draw a clear distinction between
management and leadership. “Managers are people who do things right and leaders are
people who do the right thing. The difference may be summarized as activities of vision
and judgment-effectiveness-versus activities of mastering routines-efficiency” (p. 21).
From 1996 to 2001, Jim Collins (2001) and a research team from the University
of Colorado Graduate School of Business conducted a large-scale, 5-year longitudinal
study using both qualitative and quantitative methodologies to examine the leadership
practices in what Collins refers to as the Good to Great Companies. Eleven of the 28
companies researched not only experienced rapid growth, but they sustained growth
trends over at least a 15-year period and were able to link their success to purposeful
leadership practices. The remaining 17 companies provided a comparison sample and
represented both “direct comparison companies” (companies in the same industry) and
“unsustained comparison companies” (companies that made short-term gains that were
not sustained). The analysis included in-depth case studies reviewing all articles
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published on the companies dating back 15 years or more (over 6,000 articles). Articles
were coded into categories along with over 2,000 pages of interview transcripts.
Out of this work came a framework for answering an essential research question:
How can a good company become a great company? The framework developed by the
research team identified six characteristics that were pervasive in all 11 Good to Great
Companies. These included: (a) Level 5 Leadership, (b) First Who... Then What, (c)
Confront the Brutal Facts, (d) The Hedgehog Concept, (e) A Culture o f Discipline, and
(f) Technology Accelerators (Collins, 2001). Leaders in these companies possessed great
professional will and personal humility and view people as the most critical asset to
organizations. Leaders of Good to Great companies also had the courage to confront the
facts of their current reality and the competence to demonstrate their core values by
focusing on a core concept. A strong culture of disciplined people who demonstrate a
clear entrepreneurial work ethic has propelled these companies to greatness. Lastly,
Good to Great companies used and integrated technology in a thoughtful manner that
supported efforts to succeed rather than being a barrier to reaching organizational goals.

The Leadership Challenge—Kouzes and Posner
Similar to the work of Bennis and Nanus, Jim Kouzes and Barry Posner (2002)
sought to determine crucial transformational leadership practices in effective
organizations through over 20 years of research. Their research is presented in their book
The Leadership Challenge (2002) where they share the stories of hundreds of leaders
from private and public sectors. Their research included the administration of hundreds
of thousands of questionnaires across six continents to determine characteristics of
admired leaders. In addition, thousands of case analyses, focus groups, and hundreds of
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interviews were conducted to further determine behaviors of such leaders. Through both
quantitative and qualitative methods, Kouzes and Posner gained insight to leadership
practices and characteristics of leaders when they are performing at their peak or
demonstrating what they refer to as their “personal-best leadership” (p. 27).
The patterns in their research findings are the basis for the five practices of
exemplary leadership Kouzes and Posner (2002) have identified. These practices include:
(a) modeling the way, (b) inspiring a shared vision, (c) challenging the process, (d)
enabling others to act, and (e) encouraging the heart. Kouzes and Posner have also
identified specific behaviors or commitments that operationalize the five practices. The
five practices and 10 commitments are outlined in Table 2. Each practice is composed of
two behaviors. The premise behind identifying these specific behaviors supports the
notion that leadership can be learned and is inherent in Kouzes and Posner’s (2003a)
definition of leadership:
Leadership is a relationship between those who aspire to lead and those who choose
to follow. Sometimes the relationship is one-to-one. Sometimes it’s one-to-many.
Regardless of the number, to emerge, grow, and thrive in the disquieting times,
leaders must master the dynamics of this relationship. They must learn how to
mobilize others to want to struggle for shared aspirations, (p. 1)
Kouzes and Posner (2002) also claim that the five leadership practices have
sustained the test of time. They report that their most current research supports that
which was conducted over the past two decades and confirms the relevancy of the five
practices. Lastly, Kouzes and Posner note that the five practices are available to anyone
who accepts the challenge of leadership and are not reserved for those in specific
leadership positions.
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Table 2
The Five Practices and Ten Commitments o f Leadership

Practice

Commitment

Model the Way

1. Find your voice by clarifying your personal values.
2. Set the example by aligning actions with shared values.

Inspire a Shared Vision

3. Envision the future by imagining exciting and ennobling
possibilities.
4. Enlist others in a common vision by appealing to shared
aspirations.

Challenge the Process

5. Search for opportunities by seeking innovative ways to
change, grow, and improve.
6. Experiment and take risks by constantly generating small
wins and learning from mistakes.

Enable Others to Act

7. Foster collaboration by promoting cooperative goals and
building trust.
8. Strengthen others by sharing power and discretion.

Encourage the Heart

9. Recognize contributions by showing appreciation for
individual excellence.
10. Celebrate the values and victories by creating a spirit of
community.
Note. From The Leadership Challenge (p. 22), by J. M. Kouzes and B. Z. Posner, 2002,
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Modeling the Way
Modeling the way is the first of five practices of exemplary leadership. The two
behaviors associated with this practice are: (a) leaders finding their voice by taking the
time to determine their personal values, and (b) setting an example for others to follow by
acting in accordance with those values. Effective leaders model the behavior they expect
from others in order to gain commitment and achieve standards of excellence. In order
to do this, leaders must be clear regarding core values and guiding principles. Leaders at
their personal best understand that their behavior earns the respect of others and that
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credibility is foundational to effective leadership. A leader’s actions are often more
important than their words, and Kouzes and Posner (2002) articulate the need for words
and actions to be consistently aligned.
Earlier research conducted in Seattle elementary schools by Andrews and Soder
(1987) concluded that school principals played a crucial role in the academic success of
students. This 2-year study identified 12 characteristics school leaders of effective
schools demonstrated. Behaviors associated with modeling a commitment to the schools’
goals were among these behaviors. Likewise, Richard Elmore (2002), a leading
researcher and practitioner in the area of school reform, has concluded that “effective
leaders model for others what it means to exercise control over the conditions of one’s
own learning and to make that learning powerful in the lives of others” (p. 25).
Studies conducted after 2000 also align with the notion that school administrators
demonstrate effective leadership by modeling the way. Alma Harris (2002), through a
mixed methods study of effective leadership in struggling schools, found that school
leaders whose words and actions were aligned were able to promote a common vision
among teachers and staff. She further reported that administrators modeled leadership
through empowering and encouraging others. Leithwood et al. (2005), in a meta-analysis
of studies examining leadership effects on student performance, concluded that modeling
the way for others is one of several practices whereby school administrators demonstrate
successful school leadership.

Inspiring a Shared Vision
Creating an ideal and compelling vision for the future is at the heart of inspiring a
shared vision. Imagining the possibilities and bringing others on board by tapping into
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the shared aspirations of others are the behaviors Kouzes and Posner (2002) associated
with the practice of inspiring a shared vision. Effective leaders have a strong desire to
make things happen and confidently inspire others to follow an exciting vision for the
future of the organization. By demonstrating behaviors and actions associated with
believing in and enthusiasm for a common vision, leaders inspire commitment to making
the vision a reality. Leaders must understand the needs of their constituents and must act
with their best interest in mind.
Fullan (2001), Lambert (2003), Reeves (2006), and Sergiovanni (2000) have all
discussed the importance of inspiring a shared vision to lead effective organizations.
Visions that are clear and that challenge the status quo enlist others in activities
connected to making the vision a reality. A shared vision based upon core values ensures
people’s commitment to its becoming a reality (Lambert, 2003).
Hallinger et al. (1996), in a quantitative study examining school context variables,
leadership, and student achievement, identified a clear vision and mission as having an
influence on teacher instruction and student learning. Similarly, Douglas Reeves (2004b)
conducted research between 1995 and 1998 in schools with over 90% of its students
classified as impoverished, more than 90% from ethnic minority populations, and over
90% having met or achieved high academic standards on independently conducted
achievement tests. Reeves collected data from over 130,000 students in over 228 schools
and concluded that a clear and common vision is among five common characteristics
found in all of these successful schools (Reeves, 2004b).
Behuniak and Reis (2006) conducted an outlier study to identify schools which
were positive outliers, where achievement results exceeded predicted scores, or negative
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outliers, where achievement results were significantly below predicted levels. Through
their analyses, they examined factors impacting student achievement in Connecticut
schools. A follow-up qualitative study indicated that schools with high or significantly
improved student achievement demonstrate a common, shared vision.

Challenging the Process
According to Kouzes and Posner (2002), searching for opportunities to change,
learn and grow, and taking calculated risks by experimenting and learning from mistakes
are the behaviors associated with challenging the process. Effective leaders are always
willing to challenge the status quo and look for ways to seek opportunities that lead
others to greatness. Leaders who challenge the process are pioneers who have an ability
to recognize and support innovative ideas. Effective leaders also understand that through
risk and failure are found opportunities for learning experiences and growth. Leaders at
their personal best create environments that support new thinking and a culture of
embracing change initiatives.
Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005b), Schmoker (2006), and Reeves (2004a)
argued that we have over 35 years of research and accounts of best practices in education
reform. The question then becomes, Why are we not implementing what we know?
Leaders looking to transform organizations need to challenge the status quo, think outside
of the box, and collaboratively develop new ways of improving schools. School leaders
need to move away from the question of Can it be done? and move to How will we do it?
Effective school leaders always question existing practices to develop innovative and
effective ways of improving outcomes for children (Scheurich, 1998).
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Enabling Others to Act
Building cultures in organizations based on collaboration and trust while
supporting the leadership development of others represents the essential behaviors
outlined in the practice of enabling others to act. Kouzes and Posner (2002) emphasized
the importance of establishing strong teams and partnerships to keep high-performing
organizations alive. Mutual respect and trust build confidence in others and enable them
to take risks, make changes, and lead others towards the common vision. When people
feel capable and powerful, they take ownership for actions that produce extraordinary
results.
Several have postulated that a school administrator’s impact on student learning is
indirect versus direct (Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulides, 1990; Leithwood & Montgomery,
1982; O’Donnell & White, 2005). This indirect influence is accomplished by
establishing a culture within a school that enables others to work towards the common
vision of improving learning for all children. Aspects of establishing strong school
cultures built on collaboration and trust are common themes noted in effective-schools
research that support a culture of enabling others to act (Hallinger et al., 1996; Kruger,
Witziers, & Sleegers, 2007; Lezotte, 1991).

Encouraging the Heart
Leaders demonstrate the practice of encouraging the heart through recognizing
and appreciating the contributions of others, and by celebrating success (Kouzes &
Posner, 2002). Effective leaders notice accomplishments and give genuine thanks for
performance aligned with organizational values and expectations. Providing
encouragement, showing interest, maintaining a positive attitude, rewarding others, and
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demonstrating a sense of caring, create work environments that renew people’s energy
and commitment to reaching the shared vision. Behaviors associated with encouraging
the heart can carry people through challenging times and build a sense of support that
sustains dedication and morale.
Recognizing, celebrating, and rewarding success fosters continued efforts to reach
organizational goals and supports collaborative cultures (DuFour et al., 2005; Schmoker,
2006). Improving student learning is monumental and is not typically associated with a
single task or implementation of a single strategy. Effective leaders take the time to
notice and recognize the many steps and small victories along the way (Reeves, 2006).
In celebrating the small wins, we often create cultures that support future and continued
growth. People within organizations feel a sense of belonging and feel valued as
members of a learning community (DuFour et al., 2005). Similarly, Harris (2002) found
that praise and genuine caring were effective in generating school cultures that motivated
others to work towards the school’s vision.

Effective-Schools Research
James Coleman et al.’s 1966 report entitled Equality o f Educational Opportunity
is perhaps the most frequently cited study of early research on school effects and student
achievement. This report is often referenced as the impetus for several research studies
collected from 1966 to the present that became known as the effective-schools research.
The original report was sponsored and published by the U.S. Department of Education.
Coleman and his colleagues (1966) studied over 645,000 children in over 4,000 schools
across the United States in September and October of 1965. The study was intended to
detail the inequitable distribution of educational resources in various regions of the
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country (Coleman et al., 1966); however, it is most readily known for its finding that
school-level effects on student performance were relatively small. In addition to several
other findings, Coleman and his colleagues reported that less than 10% of the variance in
students’ test scores was attributed to school-level factors (Coleman et al., 1966).
Further, race, socioeconomic status (SES), and family background characteristics were
reported as being the major contributing variables to student success. Coleman (1966)
found that socioeconomic status of families explained more than half of the difference in
student achievement across schools. Coleman et al. (1966) stated:
Taking all these results together, one implication stands out above all: That schools
bring little influence to bear on a child’s achievement that is independent of his
background and general social context; and that this very lack of an independent
effect means that the inequalities imposed on children by their home, neighborhood,
and peer environment are carried along to become the inequalities with which they
confront adult life at the end of school. For equality of educational opportunity
through the schools must imply a strong effect that is independent of the child’s
immediate social environment, and that strong independent effect is not present in
American schools, (p. 325)
These findings prompted others to reanalyze Coleman’s data and conduct new
studies to refute Coleman’s findings (Andrews & Soder, 1987; Bossert, 1988; Edmonds,
1979; Lezotte, 1991). The effective-schools researchers sought to determine whether or
not school-level factors do make a difference in the performance of students. Edmonds
(1979) reports:
I am pleased to note that we have already developed unusually persuasive evidence of
the thesis we seek to demonstrate in the research under discussion. Our thesis is that
all children are eminently educable and that the behavior of the school is critical in
determining the quality of that education, (p. 20)
Edmonds (1979) researched high and low performing schools to determine
characteristics or correlates of effective schools. Edmonds and other effective-schools
researchers concluded that schools do impact student outcomes and that effective schools
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can consistently be characterized by: (a) clear school mission; (b) high expectations; (c)
strong leadership; (d) ongoing monitoring of student progress; (e) frequent opportunities
to learn; (f) safe and orderly environment; and (g) strong home-to-school relations
(Andrews & Soder, 1987; Bossert, 1988; Lezotte, 1991; Purkey & Smith, 1983;
Sweeney, 1982).
The effective-schools research carried into the 21st century with researchers
adding to the literature and conducting similar studies with more complex methodologies
(Barker, 2007; Gaziel, 2007). From the mid-1990s to the present, several meta-analyses
were conducted to synthesize earlier studies (Cotton, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996,
1998; Waters et al., 2003; Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003). Among all of the
correlates of effective schools identified in the research, strong leadership became the
focus for future inquiry into high performing and improving schools. Studies in this area
became known as administrator-effects or principal-effects studies (Leithwood & Jantzi,
2000; O’Donnell & White, 2005; Owings, Kaplan, & Nunnery, 2005).

Administrator/Principal-Effects Studies
Prior to 1980, the field of educational administration had been criticized for the
lack of attention to the critical role school administrators play in establishing a positive
school culture and impacting student performance outcomes (Bossert, 1988). The
principal-effects studies that dominated the 1980s to the present grew out of the effectiveschools research. After the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983, there was a
preoccupation among policy makers to examine effects of administrative leadership on
student achievement (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).
Education researchers and policy makers searched for evidence specifically about the
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effects of principal leadership on student achievement as measured by performance on
standardized tests (Hallinger et al., 1996).
Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee (1982) conducted pioneering research to further
understand the instructional leadership roles of the school administrator. An emphasis
was placed on school administrator activities, roles, and behaviors having a direct impact
on teacher behaviors and consequently an indirect affect on student achievement. The
identified administrator actions included behaviors connected to establishing the school
culture, setting clear and common expectations, promoting positive teaching and learning
environment, and establishing a culture of collaboration and trust (Bossert et al., 1982).
Andrews and Soder (1987) conducted a 2-year quantitative study examining
principal leadership and student achievement. In their analysis of the data, they found
that the average gain score of students in stronger-lead schools were significantly greater
in total reading and mathematics than students in schools with lower rated or weak
principal leadership. They concluded that the leadership of the school administrator does
impact the academic performance of students, particularly low-achieving students
(Andrews & Soder, 1987).
Heck et al. (1990) conducted a study where principal leadership was examined in
schools performing at the highest and lowest levels of achievement. Principals who
participated in the study had been in their leadership position for 3 or more years. They
constructed a theoretical model that examined specific leadership behaviors as variables
in addition to examining context and demographic variables. Heck and his colleagues
noted that differences between schools and student achievement became strikingly clear
after controlling for the various variables. In a discussion of their findings they stated:
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Our research confirms earlier correlational studies suggesting that strong principal
instructional leadership is associated with school achievement. Our data, however,
provide empirical support for the theory that principal instructional leadership is
directly related to the school’s performance at a higher or lower academic level.
Thus, the principal must now be considered as one school effects variable that
directly influences student achievement, (p. 121)
Hallinger and Heck (1996), in a meta-analysis of the empirical research on
administrator effects between 1980 and 1995, discussed the various shifts in
understanding of the relationship between administrator effects and student achievement.
A large number of empirical studies on the topic occurred in the 1980s and 1990s and
were the basis of several of Hallinger and Heck’s meta-analyses (Hallinger & Heck,
1996, 1998; Heck & Marcoulides, 1993). Their work consisted of classifying more than
40 studies examining student achievement outcomes and administrator leadership.
Hallinger and Heck (1996) concluded that schools are complex organizations with
several external and internal factors contributing to this complexity, and that this poses a
particular challenge to researchers seeking to study causal relationships in schools.
Both qualitative and quantitative measures have been used to study principal
effects. Hallinger and Heck (1996, 1998) purport that while both can be used as
measures of principal effects, quantitative methods are essential to measure the extent to
which principal leadership impacts student performance. They also reported that studies
using more sophisticated methodologies often reported a statistically significant effect of
principal leadership on student achievement. Hallinger and Heck (1996) conclude that
researchers should focus greater attention on uncovering the relationships between
principal leadership and those mediating variables that we now believe influence
student achievement. School mission, teacher expectations, school culture, and facets
of the school’s instructional organization are among the intervening alterable
variables identified in these studies, (p. 36)
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In 2003, the Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL)
published a meta-analysis of studies addressing current theories of school effects. From a
total of over 5,000 studies since the early 1970s, 69 met the criteria established by
McREL for the study. The research project, which began in 2001, specifically addressed
the need to examine school leadership in schools experiencing significant gains in student
achievement in a short period of time. McREL identified 21 essential leadership
responsibilities associated with student achievement in an effort to determine and provide
clarity on what leadership behaviors are essential for increasing student learning (Waters
& Grubb, 2004a; Waters et al., 2003). Table 3 shows the 21 leadership responsibilities
and the identified correlation to student achievement.
In order to be included in the McREL meta-analysis, studies had to meet the
following criteria: (a) use standardized test scores as a measure of student performance
and (b) use teacher perceptions of administrator leadership abilities as a measure of
administrator leadership. McREL’s study yielded three major findings that supported the
assertion that school administrator leadership influences student achievement. First, the
meta-analysis allowed researchers to determine an effect size of administrator leadership
on student performance measures expressed as a correlation of .25. This means that
percentile differences in student achievement can be explained by differences in building
principals’ leadership abilities. For example, Waters and Grubb (2004b) explain that 1
standard deviation of improvement in the leadership ability of the school administrator
could yield a 10 percentile difference in student achievement on standardized tests. The
second finding was the identification of 66 leadership practices that school administrators
practice having statistically significant relationships to student performance measures.
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Third, McREL researchers found that school administrators not only have the capacity to
make a significant positive impact on student learning, but that they can also have a
marginal or negative impact on student learning (Marzano et al., 2005b; Waters et al.,
2003).
A similar meta-analysis was conducted concurrently and yielded conflicting
results. Witziers et al. (2003) used quantitative measures to examine principal-effects
studies between 1986 and 1996. They found that school leadership did not have a
positive or significant effect on student achievement. They further reported a large
variation in effect sizes within and across studies. Witziers et al. (2003) report that “not
more than 1% of the variation in student achievement is associated with differences in
educational leadership” (p. 415). While this may appear to contradict findings of
McREL’s research, this study was limited to research that examined the direct effects of
leadership on student learning outcomes and were not inclusive of studies using
theoretical models that account for indirect effects of leadership on student performance.
Cotton’s (2003) research on principals and student achievement synthesized
educational research conducted since 1970 with an emphasis on the research conducted
since 1990. All research considered in this analysis, examined principal behaviors
studied in relation to one or more student outcomes variables. In determining what
accounts for the difference between high and low performing schools, Cotton (2003)
identified 26 principal behaviors that contribute to student achievement. These actions of
school administrators are organized into five broad categories of behaviors: (a)
establishing a clear focus on student learning, (b) interactions and relationships, (c)
school culture, (d) instruction, and (e) accountability.
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Table 3
21 Leadership Responsibilities With Correlations to Student Achievement

Leadership Responsibility

Correlation with
Student
Achievement

1. Situational Awareness

.33

2. Flexibility

.28

3. Discipline

.27

4. Outreach

.27

5. Monitoring/Evaluating

.27

6. Culture

.25

7. Order

.25

8. Resources

.25

9. Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment

.25

10. Input

.25

11. Change Agent

.25

12. Focus

.24

13. Contingent Rewards

.24

14. Intellectual Stimulation

.24

15. Communication

.23

16. Ideals/Beliefs

.22

17. Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment

.20

18. Visibility

.20

19. Optimizer

.20

20. Affirmation

.19

21. Relationships

.18

Note. From School Leadership That Works (p. 63), by R. J. Marzano, T. Waters, and B.
A. McNulty, 2005, Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development.
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Leithwood et al. (2005) conducted a study for the Wallace Foundation to review
the research on how leadership influences student learning. The researchers had two
major findings from their analysis. The first finding is that leadership is second only to
classroom instruction among school-level factors that impact student-learning outcomes.
Most of the existing research findings underestimate the effects of leadership on student
performance. Second, they report that leadership effects are usually largest where they
are needed most. The demonstrated effects of leadership on student achievement are
greater in schools with more challenging contexts. While many other factors contribute
to performance gains, leadership tends to be the catalyst. Leithwood et al. (2005)
conclude that the total indirect and direct effects of leadership on student performance
account for approximately a quarter of total school effects.
In an effort to gain a more accurate understanding of the leadership behaviors
necessary to improve student performance, O’Donnell and White (2005) attempted to
identify the strength of the relationships between specific principal behaviors and student
achievement. Their quantitative, correlational study of leadership and student
achievement involved a sample of middle schools in Pennsylvania. Using teacher-rating
scales, O’Donnell and White (2005) were able to identify principal-leadership behaviors
that are predictors of achievement. Principal behaviors associated with creating the
school’s learning climate were the largest predictors of math and reading performance.
For schools with students of low socioeconomic status, defining the school mission and
reading achievement were positively correlated (O’Donnell & White, 2005).
Owings et al. (2005) conducted a state-wide study of school leadership and
student achievement in Virginia. This quantitative study used the Inter-State School
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Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards as a rubric to measure principals’
use of effective leadership behaviors. The ISLLC Standards for School Leaders were
adopted in 1996 and intended to guide the practice of school leaders. Each standard is
operationally defined by a description of the knowledge, skills, and dispositions required
to achieve the standard (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996). The six ISLLC
standards include:
1. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of
all students by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and
stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school community.
2. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of
all students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional
program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth.
3. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of
all students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources for a
safe, efficient, and effective learning environment.
4. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by collaborating with families and community members, responding to diverse
community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.
5. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by acting with integrity, with fairness, and in an ethical manner.
6. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, social,
economic, legal, and cultural contexts (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996).
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Findings from this study concluded that students in schools with principals rating
high on measures of school leadership have higher achievement than schools headed by
principals rated lower controlling for socioeconomic status. The study also found a
significant relationship between principal quality and socioeconomic status of the
students. The mean percentage of children eligible for free and reduced lunch was
significantly higher in schools served by principals in the lowest quartile of principal
quality (Owings et al., 2005).

Conceptions of Leadership, Theoretical Models, and Research Design
Researchers have acknowledged a variation in theoretical models, research
design, and overall conceptualization into the nature of the relationship between school
leaders and student achievement (Cotton, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Pitner, 1988).
Hallinger and Heck (1996) stated:
Although there is little disagreement concerning the belief that principals have an
impact on the lives of teachers and students, both the nature and the degree of this
effect continues to be open to debate. . . . The relationship is complex and not easily
subject to empirical verification. . . , Unfortunately, as prior reviewers of this
literature have concluded, the tradition of principal-effectiveness studies has not
generally done justice to this complexity, (p. 5)
Prior to 1950, knowledge of educational administration was not empirically
driven (Bossert, 1988; Heck & Hallinger, 2005; Pitner, 1988). Research conducted after
1950 focused more on scientific inquiry and empirical research on educational
administration (Heck & Hallinger, 2005). The period of 1960 to the 1980s experienced
an increase in research on behaviorally focused inquiry on school administrators (Huff,
2006). These studies were often ethnographic in nature and provided thick descriptions of
administrators’ interactions.
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From the late 1980s to the present the emphasis has been on studying specific
behavioral indicators that illuminate what needs to be done to raise student performance
(O’Donnell & White, 2005). In order to have an impact on learning outcomes for
students, school leaders must possess the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that are
proven to be effective (Johnson & Uline, 2005). Researchers and practitioners need to
achieve clarity on what is essential for raising student learning and learn from those who
have demonstrated success in doing it (Waters & Kingston, 2005). Huff (2006), in a
review of previous research, stated:
These more recent studies demonstrate that the field has moved from more limited
views of leadership defined by traditional supervisory and maintenance roles to the
inclusion of practices connected to student and teacher performance. With the
inclusion of new behaviors, research has begun to uncover just how principals engage
in less traditional management practices and how they can (and do) impact school
conditions and student outcomes. The focus on more specific behaviors, as used in
recent studies, can help to pinpoint not only what behaviors or actions are most
effective but also the mechanisms by which they influence teachers, students, and
school communities as a whole, (p. 14)

Conceptualization of Leadership
Throughout the past 30 years, principal-effects research and literature have
referred to several different forms of leadership to describe styles, behaviors, and
practices of school leaders. Instructional leadership focuses on improving classroom
practices and describes those practices associated with promoting positive learning
climates and managing instructional programs (Bossert et ah, 1982; Hallinger, 1983;
Heck et ah, 1990). Transformational leadership describes broader actions and behaviors
of school leaders associated with supporting change efforts and the conditions needed to
improve outcomes (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Sergiovanni, 2000). Distributed
leadership has been described as both sharing leadership responsibilities throughout the
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school organization and as a complex process whereby the context of the organization
and the interaction between leaders and followers account for changes leading to
improved outcomes (Gordon, 2005; Spillane, 2006). Leithwood and Jantzi (2000)
observed that leadership can take at least six distinct forms, including: (a) instructional,
(b) transformational, (c) moral, (d) participative, (e) managerial, and (f) contingent.
Regardless of how we refer to the type or form of leadership exhibited by school leaders,
three sets of practices are at the core of successful school leadership: (a) promoting clear
direction and focus, (b) developing human resources, and (c) addressing organizational
culture and environment (Leithwood et al., 2005).
Examining the relationship between various forms of school leadership, Marks
and Printy (2003) hypothesized that while transformational leadership is necessary for
reform-oriented school improvement, it is insufficient to achieve high-quality teaching
and learning. Further, they purport that shared instructional leadership complements
transformational leadership with a focus on teaching and learning. Effective leadership
occurs when transformational and instructional leadership are simultaneously exercised
and the outcomes of effective leadership can be observed in improved student academic
performance.
Marks and Printy (2003) observed 24 nationally restructured elementary schools
in a mixed-methods study that included surveys and interviews. Their research yielded a
description of what instructional and transformational leadership looked like in effective
schools. Instructional-leadership behaviors were reported to include: (a) developing the
school mission and goals; (b) coordination, monitoring, and evaluating curriculum,
instruction, and assessment; (c) promoting a climate for learning; and (d) creating
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supportive work environment. Transformational-leadership behaviors observed included:
(a) being mission centered (developing shared vision and building consensus on goals
and priorities); (b) being performance centered (holding high performance expectations,
providing support, supplying intellectual stimulation); and (c) being culture centered
(modeling values; strengthen school culture, building collaborative cultures, create shared
decision-making structures). Lastly, they found that schools with administrators who
demonstrated an integration of transformational and instructional leadership were higher
achieving by close to .6 SD (p < 01) (Marks & Printy, 2003).

Theoretical Models
In the 1980s, after the first round of effective-schools research, researchers began
to examine more complex and reliably designed models for examining principal-effects.
Nancy Pitner (1988) introduced a range of theoretical models for examining principal
effects. This pioneering work has been foundational to many studies that followed this
time period. Hallinger and Heck (1996, 1998) adapted Pitner’s model to create a
theoretical framework for understanding and analyzing principal-effects studies.
Hallinger and Heck’s research (1996, 1998) classified principal-effects studies from 1980
to 1985 into the following five theoretical models: (a) direct-effects models, (b) directeffects with antecedent-effects, (c) mediated-effects, (d) mediated-effects with
antecedent-effects, and (e) reciprocal-effects models. Figure 3 illustrates the components
for each of the five theoretical models proposed by Hallinger and Heck (1996, 1998).
These models range in complexity and, hence, studies using various models produce a
range of results. Studies with more rigorous theoretical models as a foundation often
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Figure 3. Hallinger and Heck’s (1996) models of principal-effects. From “Reassessing
the Principal’s Role in School Effectiveness: A Review of Empirical Research,” by P.
Hallinger and R. H. Heck, Education Administration Quarterly, 96, p. 16.

Model A: Direct-effects Model
Principal Leadership

Student Achievement

Model A -l: Direct-effects with Antecedent Effects

Model B: Mediated-effects
Principal Leadership

Intervening Variables

Model B-l: Mediated-effects with Antecedent Effects

Model C: Reciprocal-effects Model

Student Achievement

reported a statistically significant effect of principal leadership on student achievement
(Hallinger & Heck, 1996).
Principal-effects studies from the 1970s and 1980s tended to be direct-effects
studies that simply attempted to seek if a relationship existed between a measure of
principal leadership and a measure of student achievement (Heck et al., 1990; Leithwood
& Montgomery, 1982). As researchers became more sophisticated in their thinking about
the nature of this relationship, several began to question whether a direct relationship
exists at all between principal leadership and student performance measures. By 1990,
researchers began to report that this relationship was strictly indirect and that school
leaders, through their actions and behaviors, established positive school climates and
improved the instructional quality, which impacted student learning. Hallinger and Heck
(1998) in a study of research, conducted between 1980 to 1995, concluded:
We conclude that convincing empirical evidence suggests that principals do affect
school outcomes. The impact is, however, achieved primarily through complex
indirect relationships with other external environmental forces and in-school
processes. .. .The general pattern of results drawn from this review supports the belief
that principals exercise a measurable, though indirect effect on school effectiveness
and student achievement. While this indirect effect is relatively small, it is
statistically significant, and we assert meaningful, (pp. 185-186)
Quantitative results of direct-effects studies often concluded a relatively small, if
any, positive statistical significance between principal leadership and student
achievement (Gaziel, 2007; Kruger et al., 2007; Witziers et al., 2003). Others agree and
have established a strong correlation between principal leadership and student
performance by examining indirect effects (Cotton, 2003; Leithwood et al., 2005;
Marzano et al., 2005a; Waters & Kingston, 2005). Marks and Printy (2003) found that
effective schools with effective administrators that demonstrated an integration of
transformational and instructional leadership were high achieving by almost .6 SD.
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Similarly, Leithwood et al. (2005) concluded that the total effects of leadership on
student performance accounts for approximately one quarter of total school effects.
The work of the Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL)
reported in Balanced Leadership: What 30 Years of Research Tells Us About the Effect of
Leadership on Student Achievement (Waters et ah, 2003) is perhaps the most detailed
account demonstrating the effects of administrator leadership on student performance.
McREL’s findings suggested an overall average impact expressed as a correlation of .25.
Marzano et al. (2005a) and Waters et al. (2003) explained that the effectiveness of school
leaders could account for a 10 percentile difference in student achievement. Further, the
report synthesized conceptions of leadership into 21 specific leadership responsibilities.
The responsibilities were also assigned effect-size correlations ranging from .15 to .33.
For example, an administrator’s ability to focus on clear goals has an effect size of .24,
the ability to be a change agent has an effect size of .30, and the ability to build effective
personal relationships has a reported effect size of .19 (Marzano et al., 2005a; Waters et
al., 2003).
More complex studies involve controlling for contextual variables such as school
culture, student socioeconomic status, percentage of minority student population, or
school size (Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Levacic, 2005; Pitner, 1988).
Further yet, mediated-effects models account for these context or antecedent variables in
addition to a set of mediating variables that allow for a more detailed description of the
effect (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Pitner, 1988; Van de Grift & Houtveen, 1999). For
instance, a series of leadership constructs can be used as mediating variables that
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influence the school climate. This affords researchers the ability to seek specific skills or
behaviors that impact student achievement (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000).
A model of mediated-effects with antecedent/context-effects accounts for both the
environmental and organizational variables associated with the complex relationship
between leadership and student achievement. These studies provide detailed insight to
the nature of the relationships between the context of schooling, aspects of leadership,
and student achievement (Hallinger et al., 1996; Pitner, 1988). Hallinger et al. (1996)
and Heck et al. (1990) tested and support the Bossert et al.’s (1982) model by
demonstrating valid connections between school context, principals’ routine behaviors,
organizational climate, and student learning outcomes.

Research Design
Studies conducted over the past 35 years have varied in terms of research design
and specific methodologies used to examine principal effects. Discrepancies among
research results may be explained by differences in methodology and research design
used by the researcher. Studies using both qualitative and quantitative can be found, and
Hallinger and Heck (1996) purport that while both can be used to study principal effects,
quantitative methods are essential to measure the extent to which principal leadership
impacts student performance.
Principal-effects studies have used self-report instruments, observer instruments,
direct observations, surveys, interviews, and themes from artifacts to measure variables.
While survey-based studies have generated mixed findings with respect to statistically
significant correlations between leadership practices and student achievement, they
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generally make stronger claims to external validity than studies using other means for
data collection (Huff, 2006).
Principal self-reported behaviors are often found to be higher than teacher rating
of administrator behaviors (Pingle, 2004; Van de Grift & Houtveen, 1999). Differences
in the effects demonstrated by studies of school administrators are partially a result of the
instruments and tools used for gathering research information. Using the teacher form of
observer instruments or a combination of teacher and self-reported measures can yield
higher levels of reliability and validity. Since the goal of educational-leadership is for
school leaders to influence the actions of teachers, it makes natural sense to measure
educational leadership by examining the perceptions of teachers (Van de Grift &
Houtveen, 1999). In an interview with Ron Brandt (Brandt, 1987), Richard Andrews
stated, “Researchers may mistrust perceptions, but in a sense, the only reality is perceived
reality—and people’s perceptions of their surrounding have powerful influence on what
they do” (p. 10).
Context Variables and Studies of Achievement
Research has demonstrated that antecedent and context variables impact school
outcomes and leadership behaviors of principals (Hallinger et al., 1996; Pitner, 1988).
Race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status of students and families, school size, administrator
longevity, student or family primary language, administrator gender, school level
(elementary, middle, high school), and the geographic locations of schools (urban,
suburban, rural) are all variables that have been examined as part of principal-effects
studies (Coleman et ah, 1966; Heck & Marcoulides, 1993; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003;
Silins & Mulford, 2004). Kruger et al. (2007) studied antecedent/context variables and
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effects on school leadership. Kruger reported, “Educational leadership is affected by a
range of institutional and contextual factors, like school size, school location, and type of
student” (p. 17).
Contextual factors sometimes constrain or support a principal’s ability to exercise
instructional leadership. In order to study effects related to student achievement,
researchers must examine context variables (Mahimuang, 2005). Once these contextual
variables are controlled for, variables of leadership and student performance can be
compared (Heck & Marcoulides, 1993; Levacic, 2005).
Heck and Marcoulides (1993) explained:
While effective schools research has proposed that strong principal leadership affects
school academic achievement at least indirectly, leadership behavior also is thought
to depend on both the person and the specific organizational and political variables
associated with the context of the school—that is, district size, the level of the school,
socioeconomic and language backgrounds of students, and pressures from the district
office, community, and staff—as well as the principal’s own belief and value
preferences, (p. 21)
When context variables are not accounted for, researchers often overstate the
impact of administrative leadership on student outcomes. Contexts are important because
they identify the different constraints, needs, and opportunities of various work
environments. Antecedent variables combine to make up the context within which
principals exercise leadership (Hallinger et al., 1996).
Historically, a student’s socioeconomic status has been cited as one of the most
prominent predictors of student’s academic performance (Coleman et al., 1966).
Hallinger and Heck (1998) reported that “socioeconomic factors in the school and
community appear to influence principal leadership and its impact on school
effectiveness” (p. 178). Similarly, Andrews and Soder (1987) reported that principal
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leadership styles and behaviors impacted student reading and math achievement in
elementary schools. When the researchers took into account the variables of SES and
ethnicity, the effects of principal leadership on student achievement outcomes were
diminished in high SES schools or schools with a predominantly White student
population. The effects remained in schools with a large percentage of African American
students and in schools with low SES (Andrews & Soder, 1987).
Usdan, McCloud, and Podmostko (2000) stated: “The persistently poor
performance among the growing numbers of low-income and minority children compared
to their counterparts throughout America—raise serious concerns about U.S. public
schools’ ability to educate their students and about the nation’s ability to sustain its
current economic advantage” (p. 6). To this end, policy makers and politicians are
seeking examples of school leaders who have managed to close achievement gaps
between students of color and their White peers. Schools that have closed the
achievement gap consistently demonstrated high expectations and a continuous focus on
ensuring high-quality instruction for all students (Johnson & Uline, 2005; Reeves,
2004b).
Demographic composite scores are often used to group schools and districts for
the purpose of isolating variables when making comparisons (Behuniak & Reis, 2006;
Gordon, 2005). The Connecticut State Department of Education has established a
classification system of districts referred to as district reference groups (DRGs). Districts
are clustered into like groups according to the following variables: (a) income, (b)
education, (c) occupation, (d) family structure, (e) poverty, (f) home language, and (g)
district enrollment. Gordon (2005), in concluding her study on achievement and
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leadership, recommended that including a wider cross-section of districts representing
different DRGs in the sample group may have improved the generalizability of her
findings.
In a study of student achievement in Connecticut, Behuniak and Reis (2006) used
demographic composite scores of Connecticut schools to establish predictor levels of
achievement and compared them to actual school level achievement. In their report to
the Connecticut State Department of Education, Behuniak and Reis (2006) stated:
The demographic composition of the school’s student population is strongly related to
the student achievement in those schools. Therefore, high performing schools are
often the most affluent schools and low performing schools are often the most
impoverished. School and student socioeconomic status and background
characteristics may confound any possible comparisons between low and high
performing schools, (p. 23)
In a meta-analysis of studies examining leadership and student learning,
Leithwood et al. (2005) reported that school size was a variable correlated to student
performance. Schools ranging from 200 to 250 students demonstrated higher levels of
academic achievement and were noted as having higher attendance rates and moreffequently monitored student progress (Leithwood et al., 2005). Marks and Printy (2003)
found that the proportion of minority students in larger schools was greater than in
smaller schools and that these larger schools tended to have less-effective school
administrators as measured by student performance on standardized tests.
Context variables are important in principal-effects studies. By isolating
variables, researchers gain a better understanding of the relationship between leadership
and student performance. In natural settings, we cannot observe the same principal under
different conditions, so researchers need to isolate and examine the context and mediating
variables. Likewise, we cannot observe the same school and students with different
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principals. Accounting for variables allows us to examine leadership in schools with
similar characteristics (Levacic, 2005).

Summary
In this chapter I have reviewed the evolution of the study of leadership,
definitions and conceptualizations of leadership, and the literature and research
associated with effective leadership practices. I then presented the effective-schools
research, specifically, the role of school administrators in creating effective schools and a
review of variables associated with such studies. I then reviewed the history of principaleffects studies including variations in conceptualization of leadership, theoretical models
used to study administrator effects, and study design and methodology.
Current trends in school leadership are marked by increased accountability for
student achievement. School administrators must demonstrate effective leadership
practices that yield improvements in student learning. In order to move forward,
researchers and practitioners need to continually examine the large body of past and
current effective-schools research to inform practice that supports and sustains school
improvement. The research reviewed consistently demonstrated that at a building level,
the administrator’s leadership practices contributed to the success or failure-of-change
efforts and affected the school culture and student achievement (Edmonds, 1979;
Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Pitner, 1988; Waters et al., 2003).
The study of leadership practices provides insight into how school administrators
lead their schools toward improvement and success. A review of relevant research
provides insight into the indirect nature of a principal’s influence on student learning
measures and provides a foundation for the design and methodology used in this study.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

Introduction
This chapter provides a description of the methodology and procedures used to
explore the leadership practices, school context variables, and antecedent variables. It is
divided into seven sections: overview of methodology, research participants, sampling
procedures, research design, instrumentation, variables, and research procedures. The
section on research procedures addresses data collection, data analysis, reliability,
validity, and research hypotheses.
This study was conducted in the Fall 2007 Semester. The final data analysis and
presentation were conducted in the Spring 2008 Semester.
In an era of increased accountability for student achievement, it is essential for
school administrators to demonstrate effective leadership practices (Leithwood & Duke,
1998; Reeves, 2004a, 2006; Waters & Grubb, 2004b). Effective-schools research has
demonstrated that a building-level administrator’s leadership practices contribute to the
success or failure of change efforts and impact school culture and student achievement
(Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Pitner, 1988;
Waters et al., 2003). Research in this area has focused primarily on comparing the
leadership and context variables of high and low performing schools. Such studies are
based on the assumption that high performing schools have school administrators with
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different leadership styles or skills than administrators of low performing schools. This
study focused on schools that were not necessarily high or low performing, but schools
that made gains in student performance above or below the state’s average gain over the
course of 1 year.
The purpose of this research was to: (a) determine the common leadership
practices of principals associated with schools making gains above and below the state’s
average gain in student achievement; and (b) determine if significant differences exist
between principal-leadership practices antecedent/context variables, and mediating
variables for schools with achievement gains above and below the state’s average gain on
state assessments.
The following four research questions guided this study:
1. Is there is a difference in the leadership practices of building administrators of
schools achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gain in
performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT? The null hypothesis states that there is no difference in the leadership
practices of building administrators of schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gains in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT.
2. Is there a difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the building administrators ability to: (a)
model the way, (b) inspire a shared vision, (c) challenge the process, (d) enable others to
act, and (e) encourage the heart? The null hypothesis states that there is no difference
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between schools achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gain in
performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT and the building administrators ability to: (a) model the way, (b) inspire a
shared vision, (c) challenge the process, (d) enable others to act, and (e) encourage the
heart.
3. Is there a difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the following school antecedent/contextual
variables: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch, (b) District
Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d) student minority population
percentage? The null hypothesis states that there is no difference between schools
achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT with
respect to: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch, (b) District
Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d) student minority population
percentage.
4. Are there common leadership practices, as measured by the Leadership
Practices Inventory (LPI), among school administrators of schools with gains in student
performance on the CMT higher than the state’s average gain in student performance on
the CMT? The null hypothesis states that there are no common leadership practices, as
measured by the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), among school administrators of
schools with gains in student performance on the CMT higher than the state’s average
gain in student performance on the CMT.
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This study sought to determine whether or not there was a significant difference
in the school antecedent/context variables, leadership practices, and mediating variables
between schools above and below the state’s average performance gains in student
achievement on the CMT.

Overview of Methodology
Research participants represented a purposive sample of Connecticut elementary
schools making annual student achievement gains. The percent gain was determined by
the increase in the percentage of students performing at or above goal range across the
three subtests on the fourth- to fifth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). The sample
group was divided into two subgroups. The first subgroup included schools with annual
achievement gains above that of the state’s average of 4% gain. A comparative subgroup
of elementary schools with annual student achievement gains just below the state’s
average was also studied. Cohort student achievement data from the Spring 2006 and
Spring 2007 administration of the fourth- and fifth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test
(CMT) were used to determine the sample.
Information on antecedent/context variables was obtained through available data
collected and disseminated by the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE).
Specific context variables included: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced
lunch, (b) District Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d) student
minority population percentage. Principal-leadership practices were measured through
using the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) developed by Kouzes and Posner (2003b).
This 30-item questionnaire was administered to each of the principals in the sample and
comparison groups. In addition, three staff members from each of the principal’s
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buildings were asked to complete the LPI-Observer questionnaire regarding the
principal’s leadership practices to obtain 360-degree feedback from constituents. All
questionnaires were numerically coded to ensure confidentiality. The questionnaire is a
research-validated tool that takes approximately 5 minutes to complete.
This evaluative research project used inferential statistics to determine if there
were statistically significant differences between several groups of variables (Patten,
2002). A Mest was used to determine the statistical significance of the differences
between sample subgroups and the various context, mediating, and leadership variables.
The Mest is a parametric statistic that served to test the null hypotheses by comparing
within-group deviations from the mean and the between-group deviations from the mean
(Huck, 2004; Rovezzi-Carroll & Carroll, 2002).

Research Participants
Participants in this study included teachers and school principals from
Connecticut public elementary schools having made gains in student achievement.
Schools invited to participate in the study represented one of two sample subgroups: (a)
teachers and administrators from Connecticut elementary schools with annual student
achievement gains (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007
CMT) above that of the state’s average of 4% gain, and (b) teachers and administrators
from Connecticut elementary schools with annual student achievement gains (fourth- to
fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT) below the state’s
average of 4% gain. The building administrator and three randomly chosen teacher
respondents from each school represented a single case.
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Sampling Procedure
A data-set containing school and district achievement data on the CMT was
obtained from the Connecticut Coalition for Achievement Now (ConnCAN). Annually,
ConnCAN disseminates a statewide report on the state of student achievement in
Connecticut. This report is based on various data provided by the Connecticut State
Department of Education. ConnCAN’s 2007-2008 report was released in October of
2007 and the data-set used for their report was used to determine the sample and sample
subgroups of schools for this study. Permission from ConnCAN to use the data-set for
research purposes was granted on November 19, 2007 (Appendix A). Student
achievement cohort data from the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 administration of the
fourth- and fifth-grade CMT were used.
To be included in the study, principals in schools from both sample subgroups
held incumbency for 2 or more years as of September 2007. The Web pages of all
schools from both sample subgroups were visited to ascertain the current school
principal. The principal listed on the Web page was then compared to a listing of schools
and principals in the State o f Connecticut 05-06 Education Directory. If the same
principal was listed in both places, it was concluded that they held their current position
for 2 or more years and they were invited to participate in the study.
A total of 60 schools having met the above criteria were invited to participate in
the study. The ConnCAN data-set of achievement gains was used to determine schools
in each sample subgroup. The sample subgroup of 30 schools with gains above the
state’s average represented schools with the highest gains in achievement. Schools in this
sample subgroup demonstrated achievement gains between 12.3 and 22.2%. The schools
in the sample subgroup of schools with gains below the state’s average gain were the first
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30 schools at the beginning of the list of schools having made gains in achievement. This
second sample subgroup of schools demonstrated achievement gains between 1.2 and
2.0% .

Research Design
This study used ex post facto and survey designs to ascertain the difference in
principal leadership of two sample subgroups of schools. The study compared leadership
variables of the two subgroups of Connecticut elementary school administrators.
Additional variables compared in this study included antecedent/context variables
describing school demographics. Information on leadership behavior perceptions of
school principals and their constituents was obtained by administering the Leadership
Practices Inventory (LPI) developed by Kouzes and Posner (2003b). Ex post facto
research analyzes relationships that have already taken place between variables (Vaillant
& Vaillant, 1985). In this study, sample subgroups were pre-determined by examining
fourth- to fifth-grade cohort achievement gain data from the Spring 2006 and Spring
2007 administration of the fourth- and fifth-grade CMT. These pre-determined
subgroups were then surveyed and variable information from the surveys and pre
determined context variables were compared and analyzed. Approval of research
involving human subjects was secured by the Institutional Review Board of Andrews
University based on the proposal for research used in this study (Appendix B).

Variables
Antecedent/context variables represent a set of dependent variables used in this
study. They included: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch, (b)

64

District Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d) student minority
population percentage. This information was obtained through available data collected
and disseminated by the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE).
The measures of principal-leadership practices represent another set of dependent
variables. A total leadership composite score of the five dimensions of the LPI
represented the dependent variable of principal-leadership and the raw scores from the
five dimensions of the Leadership-Practices Inventory represented the mediating
variables that influence school culture.
The percentage achievement gain of a school determined the categorical
assignment of the independent variable. Schools were grouped into one of two sample
subgroups: (a) schools with performance gains on the CMT above that of the state’s
average gain of 4%, and (b) schools with performance gains below the state’s average
gain of 4% (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT).

Instrumentation
The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), developed by Kouzes and Posner
(2003b), was selected to gather information on administrator and constituent perceptions
of leadership practices for this study. Permission to use the LPI for this study was
granted by the authors of the research tool (Appendix A). The LPI was originally
developed in the 1980s and is currently in its third edition. The LPI has been used
extensively in both private and public sectors to assess leadership practices and behaviors
that leaders exhibit in organizations.
The LPI was developed through Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) more than 20 years
of research on effective leadership in organizations. The behavioral indicators that make
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up the 30-item questionnaire were derived from qualitative and quantitative research
methods. The LPI measures five dimensions of leadership behavior including: (a)
modeling the way, (b) inspiring a shared vision, (c) challenging the process, (d) enabling
others to act, and (e) encouraging the heart. There are two versions of the LPI: the LPISelf, which is a self-evaluation that ascertains administrators’ self-perceptions of their
own leadership abilities, and the LPI-Observer, which identifies constituent perceptions
of the administrator’s leadership practices.
The LPI questionnaires each contain 30 behavioral items—six statements for each
of the five practices. Survey respondents are asked to determine the frequency to which
the administrator engages in each behavior on a Likert scale between 1 and 10. A higher
value represents more frequent use of the specific leadership behavior. The 10-point
scale is as follows: (1) almost never, (2) rarely, (3) seldom, (4) once in a while, (5)
occasionally, (6) sometimes, (7) fairly often, (8) usually, (9) very frequently, and (10)
almost always.
Kouzes and Posner and other researchers have field tested and proven the
reliability of the LPI. Over 200,000 respondents have provided data to demonstrate the
sound psychometric properties of the instrument over time (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a).

Reliability
Kouzes and Posner (2003a) report the internal reliability of the LPI, as measured
by Cronbach’s Alpha, as high with all scales for the LPI-Self and LPI-Observer above the
.75 level (see Table 4). The reliability coefficients for the LPI-Self ranged between .75
and .87, and the LPI-Observer has consistently been higher with coefficients ranging
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from .88 and .92. Test-retest reliability for the five dimensions of leadership practices
has consistently been at .90 or above.
Table 5 illustrates the mean and standard deviations for each leadership
dimension of the LPI-Self scale and LPI-Observer scales. “Enabling Others to Act” is
the most frequently reported leadership dimension based on mean scores, followed by
“Modeling the Way.” “Challenging the Process” and “Encouraging the Heart” were
fairly similar in terms of mean scores, and “Inspiring a Shared Vision” was identified as
the least frequently engaged behavior.
Kouzes and Posner (2003a) report no statistically significant difference between
leaders self-reporting on the LPI-Self and that of their constituents on the LPI-Observer
(reported at the p < .001) for “Challenging the Process” and “Modeling the Way.” The
mean differences between the LPI-Self scores and the LPI-Observer scores for the
remaining three dimensions are reported as having little practical significance; however,
Kouzes and Posner do note that leaders tend to view themselves as engaging in the
behaviors for “Enabling Others to Act” slightly more than their constituents. Leaders
view themselves as engaging in behaviors associated with “Inspiring a Shared Vision”
and “Encouraging the Heart” slightly less than their constituent ratings.

Validity
In reporting validity measures, Kouzes and Posner (2003a) correlated LPI scores
with other measures such as job satisfaction, productivity, and employee satisfaction.
Using the LPI-Observer to minimize the self-report bias of the LPI-Self, Kouzes and
Posner report that LPI scores explained over 55% (p < .0001) of the variance in work
group effectiveness. Likewise, an additional study used LPI scores to predict
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Table 4
Reliability (Cronbach Alpha) Coefficients for the LPIby Respondent Category

Respondent Category

Leadership
r ia i ;u i/C

Self

Model

.77

Observers
(All)
.88

Inspire

.87

.92

.92

.92

.91

.91

Challenge

.80

.89

.89

.90

.88

.88

Enable

.75

.88

.86

.89

.87

.88

Encourage

.87

.92

.91

.93

.92

.93

Manager

CoWorker
.87

Others

.86

Direct
Report
.90

.87

Note. From The Five Practices o f Exemplary Leadership (p. 22), by J. M. Kouzes and B.
Z. Posner, 2003, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Table 5
LPI Means and Standard Deviations by Respondent Category

Respondent Category

Leadership
Self

Observers Manager Direct
CoOthers
(All)
Report
Worker
47.0
47.5
47.6
M ea n
47.2
47.6
Model
47.5
SD
6.0
8.5
7.4
9.5
7.8
8.3
40.6
42.0
40.4
M ean
42.4
42.7
Inspire
41.6
8.8
SD
10.6
10.1
11.4
10.2
9.9
43.9
44.4
44.0
44.4
44.3
44.5
Challenge M e a n
6.8
SD
9.1
8.5
9.9
8.5
9.0
48.7
47.8
48.0
M ean
48.8
47.6
47.5
Enable
5.4
SD
8.4
6.9
9.3
7.8
8.5
43.8
44.9
45.4
Encourage M e a n
44.5
45.0
45.0
SD
8.0
10.2
8.3
11.5
9.4
10.2
Note. From The Five Practices o f Exemplary Leadership (p. 22), by J. M. Kouzes and B.
Z. Posner, 2003, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
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performance levels of managers (p < .0001). Kouzes and Posner (2003a) relate that these
findings have been reported across many different types of organizations over time.

Research Procedure
Surveys and cover letters were sent to 30 administrators from each sample
subgroup of schools. Administrators of schools from both sample subgroups meeting the
selection criteria were sent packets containing a cover letter (Appendix C) and four
surveys on November 28, 2007. The cover letter explained why their school was chosen
to participate, the research purpose, and directions for participation. It was requested that
questionnaires be returned by Monday, December 17, 2007. In addition to the cover
letter, one copy of the Leadership Practices Inventory-Self Evaluation (LPI-Self)
(Appendix D) and three copies of the Leadership Practices Inventory-Observer Rating
(LPI-Observer) (Appendix D) were included. Administrators were asked to randomly
distribute the observer-surveys to faculty members. All four surveys were attached to
return envelopes with pre-paid postage. LPI-Self questionnaires were coded starting with
001 and ending with 060. The three LPI-Observer questionnaires were coded to match
the LPI-Self coding. For example, the three LPI-Observer questionnaires for the LPI-Self
marked 001 were coded as 001-01, 001-02, and 001-03. A total of 240 surveys was
distributed (60 administrator LPI-Self surveys and 180 teacher LPI-Observer surveys).

Data Collection
As the packets were being mailed to the school administrators invited to
participate, administrators were contacted by phone or email (Appendix C) to inform
them of their school having made achievement gains with CMT cohort data and to
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request their participation in the study. Two weeks after the surveys were mailed,
principals who had not returned surveys were sent a follow-up email (Appendix C).
The LPI survey questionnaires provided the numeric responses to the 30-item
behavioral statements related to the five dimensions of leadership. These data were used
for the overall leadership composite variable and the five mediating variables. School
demographic information was obtained from downloading available data on the
Connecticut State Department of Education’s Web site and provided the data for the
antecedent/context variables. Specific antecedent/context variables included: (a) the
percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch, (b) the District Reference Group
(DRG), (c) the total student enrollment, and (d) the student minority population
percentage.

Data Analysis
The survey results from the LPI-Self and the LPI-Observer were scored using the
LPI scoring software made available by Kouzes and Posner (2003b). This software
tabulated the averages for the six items connected with each of the five dimensions of
leadership. The LPI scoring software calculated the mean score for each of the LPIObserver ratings of each school case. Raw scores from the LPI-Self could then be
compared and/or combined with the Mean scores of the LPI-Observer. In a study
conducted by one of the LPI co-authors, the mean scores of the five subscales were used
to determine an overall composite leadership score allowing researchers to compare the
overall leadership abilities of groups of leaders (Brown & Posner, 2001; Hautala, 2006).
The dependent variables of schools with gains above the state’s average gain in cohort
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achievement data could then be compared to schools with average gains below the state’s
average gain of 4%.
Data were analyzed using SPSS Student Version 12.0 to determine if differences
existed between principals’ leadership practices in both sample subgroups. The
probability level for data analysis was set at .05 (p < .05), as .05 probability levels are
commonly accepted by educational researchers (Rovezzi-Carroll & Carroll, 2002). Data
analysis included the following steps:
1. Scores from the LPI-Self and LPI-Observer were entered into the LPI scoring
software to get raw scores of principals’ self-perceptions and mean scores of observer
perceptions for each of the five dimensions of leadership practices. In addition to scores
for each of the five subscales, a mean score of the five subscales was calculated to
determine an overall leadership composite score.
2. Data from the LPI scoring software were then entered into SPSS with scores
from each school (LPI-Self and LPI-Observer surveys) entered as a single case (total TVof
24).
3. Antecedent/context variable data on: (a) percentage of students receiving free
or reduced lunch, (b) District Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and
(d) student minority population percentage were then added to each case.
4. The school’s average percentage achievement gain comparing the fourth- to
fifth-grade cohort scores from the Spring 2006 to Spring 2007 CMT administration were
also entered for each case.
5. SPSS was then used to run descriptive statistics to determine frequency
distributions and measures of central tendency of variable data.
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6.

A series of independent Mests was performed to determine if statistically

significant differences between sample subgroups existed with probability levels set at
.05 (p < .05). Mean scores for each subgroup on all variables were compared to examine
the extent of the difference. Independent Mests were used to answer the null hypotheses
listed below.

Null Hypotheses
From the four previously stated research questions, eleven null hypotheses were
created. The null hypotheses stated:
1. There is no difference in the leadership practices of building administrators of
schools achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gains in
performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT.
2. There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the building administrator’s ability to: (a)
model the way, (b) inspire a shared vision, (c) challenge the process, (d) enable others to
act, and (e) encourage the heart.
3. There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT with respect to: (a) percentage of students
receiving free or reduced lunch, (b) District Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student
enrollment, and (d) student minority population percentage.
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4.

There are no common leadership practices, as measured by the Leadership

Practices Inventory (LPI), among school administrators of schools with gains in student
performance on the CMT higher than the state’s average gain in student performance on
the CMT.

Summary
This study combined ex post facto and survey designs to examine the
antecedent/context, principal leadership, and mediating variables of schools making
achievement gains above and below the state’s average gain. The participants were
teachers and administrators of schools drawn from two sample subgroups.
The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), developed by Kouzes and Posner
(2003b), was used to gather information on administrator and constituent perceptions of
leadership practices. The LPI measures five dimensions of leadership behavior
including: (a) modeling the way, (b) inspiring a shared vision, (c) challenging the
process, (d) enabling others to act, and (e) encouraging the heart. There are two versions
of the LPI: the LPI-Self, which is a self-evaluation that ascertains administrator’s self
perceptions of their own leadership abilities, and the LPI-Observer, which identifies
constituent perceptions of the administrator’s leadership practices. A higher value on the
LPI represents a greater frequency of effective leadership practices of school
administrators.
Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to answer the four research
questions and test the null hypotheses. Each hypothesis was tested using an independent
/-test to measure the statistical significance of the difference between the sample
subgroups.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

Introduction
This chapter describes the results of the study through an analysis of the data
collected. Data are presented and organized around each of the research questions and
testing of the null hypotheses. A summary of the analyses concludes the chapter.
The purpose of this study was to: (a) determine the common leadership practices
of principals associated with schools with gains in student achievement above and below
the state’s average gain; and (b) determine if there were significant differences in the
antecedent/context variables, mediating variables, and administrator leadership practices
of schools with percentage gains above the state’s average gain and that of schools below
the state’s average gain in student performance.

Participants
Participants in this study included 72 teachers and 24 administrators from 24
Connecticut public elementary schools making gains in student achievement. Schools
chosen for the study represented one of two sample subgroups: (a) teachers and
administrators from Connecticut elementary schools with annual student achievement
gains (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT)
above the state’s average of 4% gain, and (b) teachers and administrators from
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Connecticut elementary schools with annual student achievement gains (fourth- to fifthgrade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT) below the state’s average
of 4% gain. The building administrator and three randomly chosen teacher respondents
from each school represented a single case. Sample subgroups were each comprised of
12 cases for a total sample of 24 cases.
In the 2006-2007 school year, Connecticut had a total of 443 public elementary
schools inclusive of Grades 4 and 5 having made gains in student performance on state
assessments. The achievement gains for the 443 elementary schools ranged from 1.0% to
27.2%. The state’s average achievement gain comparing fourth- to fifth-grade cohort
data on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT was 4%. Table 6 provides descriptive
information for both sample subgroups included in the study. Participating schools in
sample subgroup 1 had average achievement gains between 12.3% and 22.2%, and
participating schools in sample subgroup 2 demonstrated average achievement gains
between 1.2% and 2.0%. A total of 310 schools performed at or above the state’s
average achievement gain of 4%, and 133 elementary schools performed below the
state’s average achievement gain of 4% (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on the Spring
2006 and Spring 2007 CMT). Sample subgroups were clustered at the highest and lowest
ends of the range of percentage gains in achievement with a total of 328 schools
separating the two sample subgroups in this study.
A total of 102 out of 240 surveys were returned for a total return rate of 43%. Out
of the 102 returned surveys, 96 surveys were included in the analysis. The 96 surveys
represented 24 complete cases that included one administrator LPI-Self survey and three
teacher respondent LPI-Observer surveys. The remaining six surveys were not part of
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complete cases and were excluded from the study. Table 6 provides a description of the
24 cases of the two sample subgroups including related demographic variables for each
case.

Table 6
Description of Case Samples
Sample 1—Schools With % Achievement Gains Above the State Average
Case

% Gain

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

22.2
20.4
16.8
16.7
15.1
14.9
14.9
14.9
13.6
13.1
12.9
12.3

Total
Enrollment
379
270
168
340
372
375
207
579
343
460
519
459

DRG

% FRL

% Minority

G
B
E
H
D
G
C
I
I
D
B
H

58.31
14.7
13.1
32.65
12.9
37.6
3.86
64.42
68.51
8.04
15.61
44.66

70.45
18.89
3.57
55.59
19.89
8.00
3.45
81.00
87.17
18.48
34.30
45.85

Sample 2—Schools With % Achievement Gains Below the State’s Average
Case

% Gain

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.9
2.0
2.0

Total
Enrollment
387
232
520
433
221
495
535
270
422
556
439
189

DRG

% FRL

% Minority

F
E
B
F
E
I
B
B
B
E
H
E

16.8
18.53
1.15
18.24
5.43
79.19
.93
1.11
3.79
15.11
46.92
8.47

6.98
7.76
14.04
16.59
.9
74.55
5.98
7.04
21.33
8.02
71.0
3.70
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Research Questions and Hypotheses
This study sought to determine if there was a significant difference in the school
antecedent/context variables, leadership practices, and mediating variables between
schools with student performance gains above the state’s average gain in student
achievement on the CMT and schools with student performance gains below the state’s
average gain. The following four research questions guided this study:
1. Is there is a difference in the leadership practices of building administrator’s of
schools achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gain in
performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT?
2. Is there a difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the building administrator’s ability to: (a)
model the way, (b) inspire a shared vision, (c) challenge the process, (d) enable others to
act, and (e) encourage the heart?
3. Is there a difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the following school antecedent/contextual
variables: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch, (b) District
Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d) student minority population
percentage?
4. Are there common leadership practices, as measured by the Leadership
Practices Inventory (LPI), among school administrators of schools with gains in student
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performance on the CMT higher than the state’s average gain in student performance on
the CMT?

Results for Research Hypothesis of Question 1
Hypothesis 1: There is no difference in the leadership practices of building
administrators of schools achieving gains in student performance above the state’s
average gains in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in
performance on the CMT.
A t-test for independent samples was used to answer the hypothesis statement for
research question 1 since the two sample subgroups were not related. The dependent
variable was the overall leadership measure of the building principal defined by the LPI
composite score. The composite score represents the mean of the five subscale means.
Each of the five subscales of the LPI is comprised of six behavioral statements. Survey
respondents rated the frequency to which the school principal engaged in the specific
behaviors assigning a frequency rating between 1-10. Total scores for each of the five
subscales ranged from 6 to 60. A mean score for each subscale was derived from
calculating the mean scores of survey respondents (combining the three observer surveys
and the principal self-reported survey). Each of the subscale means was then averaged to
determine a mean score representing an overall leadership composite score. Barry
Posner, co-developer of the LPI, co-authored a research article describing the practice of
using the mean scores from the subscales to determine an overall leadership composite
score (Brown & Posner, 2001). LPI composite scores have been used to determine
overall leadership abilities of organizational leaders (Brown & Posner, 2001; Hautala,
2006).
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The independent variable was categorical with two categories: (a) teachers and
administrators from Connecticut elementary schools with annual student achievement
gains (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT)
above that of the state’s average gain of 4%, and (b) teachers and administrators from
Connecticut elementary schools with annual student achievement gains (fourth- to fifthgrade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT) below the state’s average
gain of 4%.
The equal-variance estimate of Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was used
as a preliminary test to ensure equal variance prior to the execution of the independent
samples t-test. The p-value was .151, indicating that the variance between the two
categories was not significantly different and that there was homogeneity of variance.
Since Hypothesis 1 is a non-directional hypothesis statement, the degrees of freedom (df)
were determined by taking the total sample size of 24 (TVof 24) and subtracting 2 {df = N2 or d f = 22).
Prior to completing data collection, the significance level was set at .05 (p < .05).
The t test for independent samples revealed a significance (2-tailed) ofp = .76 which is
greater than .05 (p > .05) showing that there is no significant difference between schools
with achievement gains above and schools with achievement gains below the state’s
average achievement gain (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and
Spring 2007 CMT). Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. The mean for
principals of schools with highest achievement gains
average gains =

( M above average gains =

49.10, SD above

4.12) was similar to the mean for principals of schools with gains below the

state s average gam {Adbelow average gains

48.42, SD below average gains
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6.33). Tables 7 and 8

show the LPI Composite mean scores for both categories of independent variables and
the results of the /-test.

Table 7
LPI Composite Comparison o f School Samples

L P I M e a n C o m p o site S c o r e

N

M ean

Std. D e v ia tio n

A b o v e A v e r a g e G ain s

12

4 9 .1 0

4 .1 2

B e lo w A v e r a g e G ain s

12

4 8 .4 2

6 .3 3

Table 8
Independent Sample t-Test for LPI Composite Scores
95% C o n fid e n c e

L e v e n e ’s T e st for E q u a lity

Interval o f the
D iffe r e n c e

o f V a ria n ce
L P I M e a n C o m p o site S c o r e

E q u al V a r ia n c e

F

S ig .

t v a lu e

S ig . (2 -ta ile d )
p v a lu e

L ow er

U p p er

2 .2 2

.1 5 1

.3 1 5

.7 6

3 .8 3

5 .2 0

A ssu m ed

Results for Research Hypotheses of Question 2
Hypothesis 2: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and the building
administrator’s ability to model the way.
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Hypothesis 3: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and the building
administrator’s ability to inspire a shared vision.
Hypothesis 4: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and the building
administrator’s ability to challenge the process.
Hypothesis 5: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and the building
administrator’s ability to enable others to act.
Hypothesis 6: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and the building
administrator’s ability to encourage the heart.
A t-test for independent samples was used to answer hypotheses statements for
research question 2 since the two sample subgroups were not related. The dependent
variables included subscale means for each of the five LPI subscales. The five subscales
of the LPI represents an administrator’s ability to: (a) model the way, (b) inspire a shared
vision, (c) challenge the process, (d) enable others to act, and (e) encourage the heart.
Survey respondents rated the frequency to which the school principal engaged in the
specific behaviors, assigning a frequency rating between 1-10. Total scores for each of
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the five subscales ranged from 6 to 60. A mean score for each subscale was derived from
calculating the mean scores of each survey respondent (combining the three observer
surveys and the principal self-reported survey). The categorical independent variable
included the following two categories: (a) teachers and administrators from Connecticut
elementary schools with annual student achievement gains (fourth- to fifth-grade
comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT) above that of the state’s average
of 4% gain, and (b) teachers and administrators from Connecticut elementary schools
with annual student achievement gains (fourth- to fifth- grade comparison on the Spring
2006 and Spring 2007 CMT) below the state’s average gain of 4%.
The LPI subscale mean scores for principals of schools with gains above the
state’s average were similar to the subscale mean scores for principals of schools with
gains below the state’s average gain. Table 9 shows the subscale means of the LPI for
both categories of independent variables.
The equal-variance estimate of Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was used
as a preliminary test to ensure equal variance prior to the execution of the independent
sample t-tests. The /^-values for each of the five subscales were as follows: (a) model the
way (p = .24); (b) inspire a shared vision (p = .28); (c) challenge the process (p = .22);
(d) enable others to act {p = .78); and (e) encourage the heart {p = .08). Thep values for
each of the five subscales indicated that the variance between the two categories for each
subscale was not statistically significant. Homogeneity of variance was assumed. Since
the five hypotheses statements associated with research question 2 are non-directional
hypotheses statements, the degrees of freedom (df) were determined by taking the total
sample size of 24 (N of 24) and subtracting 2 (d f = N-2 ox d f - 22).
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Prior to completing data collection, the significance level was set at .05 (p < .05).
The /-test for independent samples revealed significance levels (2-tailed) greater than .05
(p > .05) for each of the five subscales, thus showing that there was no significant
difference between schools with achievement gains above and schools with achievement
gains below the state’s average achievement gain (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on
the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT). Individual subscale /-tests revealed p values as
follows: (a) model the way (p - .43); (b) inspire a shared vision (p = .83); (c) challenge
the process (p = .50); (d) enable others to act (p = .64); and (e) encourage the heart (p =
.90). The/?-value for all five subgroups was greater than .05 (p > .05) showing no
significant difference, thus, the null hypotheses for research question 2 were accepted.
Table 10 shows the results of the independent /-test for the LPI subscales.

Table 9
LPI Subscale Comparison o f School Samples

F iv e L P I S u b sc a le s

N

M ean

Std. D e v ia tio n

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

12

4 9 .6 5

4 .7 0

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

12

4 7 .9 2

5 .6 8

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

12

4 7 .9 3

4 .5 1

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

12

4 7 .4 5

6 .3 7

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

12

4 8 .1 3

4 .9 4

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

12

4 6 .3 0

7 .8 0

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

12

5 0 .3 8

4 .7 1

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

12

5 1 .3 5

5 .3 0

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

12

4 9 .4 3

5 .5 7

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

12

4 9 .0 5

8 .4 4

M o d e l th e W a y

In sp ire a S h ared V is io n

C h a lle n g e the P r o c e ss

E n a b le O th ers to A c t

E n c o u r a g e th e H eart
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Table 10
Independent Sample t-Test for the Five LPI Subscales
95% C o n fid e n c e

L e v e n e ’s T e st fo r E q u a lity

Interval o f the

o f V aria n ce

L P I S u b sc a le

D iffe r e n c e
S ig . (2 -ta ile d )

F

S ig .

t v a lu e

p v a lu e

L ow er

U p p er

1 .4 6

.24

.81

.43

2 .6 9

6 .1 4

1.23

.28

.22

.83

4 .1 9

5 .1 6

1.6 2

.22

.6 9

.5 0

3 .7 0

7 .3 5

.08

.78

.4 7

.6 4

5 .2 1

3 .2 8

3 .5 0

.08

.13

.9 0

5 .6 7

6 .4 4

M o d e l th e W a y

E q u al V a ria n ce
A ssu m ed
Insp ire a Sh ared V is io n
E q u al V a r ia n c e
A ssu m ed
C h a lle n g e the P r o c e ss
E q u a l V a ria n ce
A ssu m e d
E n ab le O thers to A c t
E q u a l V a r ia n c e
A ssu m ed
E n co u ra g e the H eart
E q u al V a ria n ce
A ssu m ed

Results for Research Hypotheses of Question 3
Hypothesis 7: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT with respect to the percentage
of students receiving free or reduced lunch.
Hypothesis 8: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
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below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT with respect to the school’s
District Reference Group (DRG).
Hypothesis 9: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT with respect to the school’s
total student enrollment.
Hypothesis 10: There is no difference between schools achieving gains in student
performance above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools
below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT with respect to the student
minority population percentage.
A t-test for independent samples was used to answer hypotheses statements for
research question 3 since the two sample subgroups were not related. The dependent
variables included four antecedent/context variables describing school demographic
information. The four variables included: (a) percentage of students receiving free or
reduced lunch, (b) District Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d)
student minority population percentage.
The categorical independent variable included the following two categories: (a)
teachers and administrators from Connecticut elementary schools with annual student
achievement gains (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007
CMT) above that of the state’s average of 4% gain, and (b) teachers and administrators
from Connecticut elementary schools with annual student achievement gains (fourth- to
fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT) below the state’s
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average gain of 4%. Table 11 shows the school antecedent/context variable means for
both categories of independent variables.
The equal-variance estimate of Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was used
as a preliminary test to ensure equal variance prior to the execution of the independent
sample /-tests. The /(-values for each of the four context variables were as follows: (a)
percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch ip —.43); (b) District Reference
Group (DRG) (p = .33); (c) total student enrollment (p = .49); and (d) student minority
population percentage (p = .24). P-values for each of the four context variables indicated
that the variance between the two categories for each subscale was not statistically
significant. Homogeneity of variance was assumed. Since the four hypotheses statements
associated with research question 3 are non-directional hypotheses statements, the
degrees of freedom (df) were determined by taking the total sample size of 24 (N of 24)
and subtracting 2 (df= N-2 or df= 22).
Prior to completing data collection, the significance level was set at .05 ip < .05).
The /-test for independent samples revealed significance levels (2-tailed) greater than .05
ip > .05) for each of the four context variables, thus showing that there was no significant
difference between schools with achievement gains above and schools with achievement
gains below the state’s average achievement gain (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on
the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT). Individual subscale /-tests revealed /(-values as
follows: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch ip = .18); (b) District
Reference Group (DRG) ip —.38); (c) total student enrollment ip = ,72); and (d) student
minority population percentage ip = .14). The null hypotheses for research question 3
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were accepted. Table 12 shows the results of the t-test for school antecedent/context
variables of both categories of independent variables.

Table 11
Context Variable Comparison o f School Samples

F our C o n te x t V a ria b les

N

M ean

A b o v e A v e r a g e G ain s

12

3 1 .2 0

2 3 .1 9

B e lo w A v e r a g e G ain s

12

1 7 .9 7

2 3 .1 6

A b o v e A v e r a g e G ain s

12

4 .3 3

2 .6 4

B e lo w A v e r a g e G ain s

12

5 .2 5

2 .3 8

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

12

3 7 2 .5 8

1 2 0 .9 6

B e lo w A v e r a g e G ain s

12

3 9 1 .5 8

1 3 1 .4 6

A b o v e A v e r a g e G ain s

12

3 7 .2 2

3 0 .2 3

B e lo w A v e r a g e G ain s

12

1 9 .8 3

2 5 .3 7

S td . D e v ia tio n

% FRL

DRG

T o ta l E n ro llm en t

% M in o r ity

Table 12
Independent Sample t-Test for Four Context Variables
95% C o n fid e n c e
L e v e n e ’s T e st for E q u a lity

In terval o f the

o f V a ria n ce

D iffe r e n c e
S ig . (2 -ta ile d )

F

S ig .

t v a lu e

p v a lu e

L ow er

U p p er

.6 6

.43

1 .4 0

.18

6 .4 0

3 2 .8 5

A ssu m e d

.99

.33

.8 9

.38

3 .0 4

1.21

E q u al V a ria n ce
A ssu m ed

.5 0

.4 9

.3 7

.72

1 2 5 .9 5

8 7 .9 5

E q u al V a ria n ce
A ssu m ed

1 .4 8

.2 4

1 .5 3

.1 4

6 .2 4

4 1 .0 1

% FRL
E q u al V a r ia n c e
A ssu m ed
DRG
E q u al V a ria n ce
T o ta l E n ro llm en t

% M in o r ity

87

While significant differences were not found for any of the antecedent/context
variables between the two groups (p > .05), the mean scores reported in Table 11 do
reflect a difference in the means for the percentage of students receiving free or reduced
lunch (M above average gains

31 *20, At

below average gains

percentage of minority Students ( A / above average gains

17.97) and the mean SCOreS for the
3 7 .2 2 ,

A t below average gains

1 9 .8 3 ).

These differences show that schools with gains in student achievement above the state’s
average have, on average, a higher percentage of students of lower socioeconomic status
and a higher percentage of minority students than schools with achievement gains below
the state’s average.
The difference in the means for the percentage of students receiving free or
reduced lunch and the mean scores for the percentage of minority students between
sample subgroups may be related to one of two statistical phenomena commonly
associated with studies using achievement gain variables: regression toward the means
and the ceiling effect. Regression toward the mean is the tendency for extreme high
scores and extreme low scores to center closer to the mean over time, whereas the ceiling
effect relates to the range of improvement or gains being limited as achievement scores
increase (Borg & Gall, 1989). To a degree, this study accounted for these statistical
phenomena by using the percentage achievement gain as a categorical assignment of the
independent variable and not a dependent variable.

Results for Research Hypothesis of Question 4
Hypothesis 11: There are no common leadership practices, as measured by the
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), among school administrators of schools with gains
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in student performance on the CMT higher than the state’s average gain in student
performance on the CMT.
Results from research questions and hypotheses have shown that there are no
significant differences between independent comparison groups and the various
dependent variables. However, descriptive statistics do reflect a difference in the means
of specific LPI items that may indicate a difference between the two categories in the
frequency that leaders engage in specific leadership behaviors. Table 13 provides the
means and standard deviations for each of the 30 items of the LPI for both categories.
Differences in the mean scores between sample subgroups are noted on items 6, 13, 16,
18, 20, 23, 25, and 29. Table 14 represents the specific behaviors of the eight LPI items
with differences in the means.
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics for 30 LPI Items

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

T o ta l

Item
N

M ea n

SD

N

M ean
8 .5 6

SD

N

M ea n

SD

.61

24

8 .6 5

.83

1

12

8 .7 3

1.03

12

2

12

8 .4 2

.68

12

8 .1 6

1 .3 9

24

8 .2 9

1.0 8

3

12

8 .0 2

1.2 9

12

7 .7 9

1 .5 6

24

7 .9 0

1.41

4

12

8 .5 4

1.0 5

12

8 .5 3

.9 6

24

8 .5 4

.98

5

12

8 .4 2

1 .0 4

12

8 .8 6

1.1 3

24

8 .6 4

1 .0 8

6

12

8 .6 5

.4 9

12

8 .0 9

.9 2

24

8 .3 7

.77

7

12

7 .6 0

.91

12

7 .4 9

1 .3 6

24

7 .5 5

1.13

8

12

8 .3 8

.8 0

12

8 .0 5

1 .1 4

24

8 .2 2

.98

9

12

7 .9 0

1 .2 9

12

8 .5 0

1 .0 2

24

8 .2 0

1.1 8

10

12

8 .1 9

.94

12

8 .5 0

1.3 3

24

8 .3 4

1.1 4

11

12

8 .9 2

.79

12

8 .7 3

.9 9

24

8 .8 2

.88

12

12

7 .5 6

1.13

12

7 .5 8

1.4 3

24

7 .5 7

1 .2 6

13

12

7 .9 8

1 .2 9

12

7 .6 2

1 .4 9

24

7 .8 0

1 .3 7

14

12

8 .9 4

.93

12

9.2 1

.71

24

9 .0 8

.82

15

12

7 .7 7

.9 6

12

7 .7 6

1 .6 6

24

7 .7 7

1.3 2

16

12

6 .7 5

1.1 2

12

6 .1 9

1 .8 4

24

6 .4 7

1.5 2

17

12

7 .2 7

1.01

12

7 .3 8

.9 7

24

7 .3 3

.97

18

12

7.8 1

.68

12

7 .4 4

1 .4 7

24

7 .6 3

1.13

19

12

8 .0 6

.77

12

8 .3 6

1.01

24

8.2 1

.89

20

12

8 .6 0

1.0 8

12

7 .9 2

1 .9 0

24

8 .2 6

1.55

21

12

8 .1 9

1 .0 0

12

8 .2 5

1 .2 6

24

8 .2 2

1.11

22

12

8.21

1.1 8

12

8.21

1.2 4

24

8.21

1.1 8

23

12

8 .5 0

.94

12

7 .8 6

1 .3 0

24

8 .1 8

1 .1 6

24

12

8 .2 3

.9 4

12

8 .4 3

1 .3 4

24

8 .3 3

1.13

25

12

8 .0 0

1 .0 6

12

7 .6 5

1 .6 7

24

7 .8 3

1.3 8

26

12

8 .4 0

1 .3 6

12

8 .0 8

.9 7

24

8 .2 4

1.1 7

27

12

8 .8 5

.73

12

8 .6 0

.7 9

24

8 .7 3

.7 6

28

12

7 .4 2

1.0 9

12

7 .5 2

1.7 2

24

7 .4 7

1.41

29

12

8 .6 9

.75

12

8 .2 9

1.13

24

8 .4 9

.9 6

30

12

8 .4 4

1.3 4

12

8 .3 8

1.4 3

24

8.41

1 .3 6
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Table 14
LPI Items Representing Differences Between Sample Groups

Item

Mean

6

LPI Behavior
S p e n d s tim e and e n e r g y m a k in g c erta in that the p e o p le h e /s h e

A b o v e A v e r a g e G ain s

8 .6 5

w o r k s w ith ad h ere to the p r in c ip le s and stan d ard s w e h a v e

B e lo w A v e r a g e G ain s

8 .0 9

a g reed on.

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

7 .9 8

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

7 .6 2

A b o v e A v e r a g e G ain s

6 .7 5

B e lo w A v e r a g e G ain s

6 .1 9

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

7.8 1

B e lo w A v e r a g e G ain s

7 .4 4

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

8 .6 0

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

7 .9 2

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

8 .5 0

M a k e s c erta in that w e s e t a c h ie v a b le g o a ls , m a k e c o n c r e te
p la n s, and e sta b lish m e a su r a b le m ile s to n e s for th e p r o je c ts and

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

7 .8 6

p ro g ra m s that w e w o r k on.

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

8 .0 0

F in d s w a y s to cele b r a te a c c o m p lish m e n ts.

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

7 .6 5

A b o v e A v e r a g e G a in s

8 .6 9

B e lo w A v e r a g e G a in s

8 .2 9

13
S e a r c h e s o u ts id e th e fo rm a l b o u n d a r ie s o f h is/h e r o r g a n iz a tio n
fo r in n o v a tiv e w a y s to im p r o v e w h a t w e d o.

16
A s k s for fe e d b a c k o n h o w h is /h e r a c tio n s a ffe c t oth er p e o p le ’s
p erfo rm a n ce.

18
A s k s , “W h a t ca n w e lea rn ? ” w h e n th in g s d o n ’t g o as e x p e c te d .

20

23

P u b lic ly r e c o g n iz e s p e o p le w h o e x e m p lify c o m m itm e n t to
sh ared v a lu e s.

25

29
E n su res that p e o p le g r o w in th eir jo b s b y lea rn in g n e w sk ills
and d e v e lo p in g th e m s e lv e s .

Summary of Analyses
This chapter provided the data and analyses for the four research questions and
research hypotheses. Independent /-tests revealed no significant differences on all
dependent variables examined between Connecticut elementary schools with annual
student achievement gains above that of the state’s average of 4% gain, and Connecticut
elementary schools with annual student achievement gains (fourth- to fifth-grade
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comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT) below the state’s average of 4%
gain. The mean scores for the LPI composite index for administrators from both
subgroups were similar as were all five LPI subscale scores of each group. Differences
between the means for two of the four antecedent/context variables were observed,
however; these differences were not statistically significant. Likewise, differences were
observed between the means of 8 of the 30 LPI items representing the frequency of
specific leadership behaviors. These differences were also determined not to be
statistically significant. The null hypotheses for all four research questions were
accepted.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of the findings and conclusions drawn from the
results of this study and provides an overall summary of the research involved.
Implications based on the design of the study are discussed, and recommendations for
future research based on the findings of this study are presented. This study revealed that
there were no statistically significant differences between sample subgroups on measures
of principal leadership practices and school context variables. While all null hypotheses
were accepted, the review of related literature and research provide the basis for
discussing the findings of my study and implications that can be drawn from this study.
My study compared the leadership practices of school administrators in a sample
of schools that showed gains in student performance above the state’s average gain to the
leadership practices of school administrators in a sample of schools with student
performance gains that were below the state’s average gain. The data revealed that there
were no statistically significant differences between research groups.
This chapter begins with a summary of the background and the problem statement
of the study. Essential components of the literature are reviewed in addition to a
summary of the research methodology used. Findings and implications are discussed
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within the context of the four research questions and final conclusions and
recommendations are drawn.

Background of the Study and Statement of the Problem
In an era of increased accountability for student achievement, it is essential for
school administrators to demonstrate effective leadership practices (Leithwood & Duke,
1998; Reeves, 2004a, 2006; Waters & Grubb, 2004b). It takes an effective administrator
to successfully implement and lead school communities in such a way that yields positive
and sustainable results. Researchers and practitioners alike have relied on nearly 40 years
of effective-schools research to inform practice that supports and sustains school
improvement (Waters et al., 2003). The effective-schools research has consistently
demonstrated that a building-level administrator’s leadership practices contribute to the
success or failure of change efforts and impact school culture and student achievement
(Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger et ah, 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Pitner, 1988).
Effective-schools research has focused primarily on comparing high and low
performing schools and the various context variables of such schools. My study
examined schools that had made gains in student performance above and below the
state’s average gain on state standardized assessments within a 1-year period. The study
sought to determine if there was a significant difference in the school’s
antecedent/context variables, school-administrator leadership practices, and mediating
variables between schools above and below the state’s average performance gains in
student achievement on the CMT.
The purpose of the research was to: (a) determine the common leadership
practices of principals associated with schools with gains in student achievement above
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and below the state’s average gain, and (b) determine if significant differences existed
between antecedent/context variables, principal leadership practices, and mediating
variables in schools with achievement gains above and below the state’s average gain in
student performance on state assessments.

Summary of the Literature Review
The study of leadership has increased over the last century, and both constructs of
leadership and methods for studying leadership have evolved (Rost, 1991). Bennis and
Nanus (1997), Kouzes and Posner (2002), and Rost (1991) claim that while much is
known to date regarding the nature of leadership, we are continually learning how to
apply this knowledge in practice.
Bennis and Nanus (1997) assert that the force behind successful organizations is
leadership and that leadership is vital to strengthening organizations and propelling them
toward a common vision. Examining the behavioral characteristics of leaders in effective
and ineffective organizations has provided insight into the complex nature of leadership.
Leadership as defined as a set of interdependent variables that includes complex
interaction with various people, groups, and contexts emphasizes the multi-faceted
relational nature of the construct of leadership (Ciulla, 2003; Rost, 1991; Spillane, 2006;
Yukl, 2002).
In studying organizational leadership, researchers such as Bennis and Nanus
(1997) and Kouzes and Posner (2002) examined leadership practices in effective
organizations. By isolating the behavioral characteristics of leaders in effective and
ineffective organizations, they extracted common practices of effective leaders that led
organizations to success.
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Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) research included the analysis of hundreds of
thousands of questionnaires across six continents to determine characteristics of admired
leaders. Through both quantitative and qualitative methods involving case analyses,
focus groups, and interviews, Kouzes and Posner gained insight into the leadership
practices and characteristics of leaders when they are performing at their peak. The
results of their work served as the basis for their leadership theory involving the five
practices of exemplary leadership. These practices include: (a) modeling the way, (b)
inspiring a shared vision, (c) challenging the process, (d) enabling others to act, and (e)
encouraging the heart. Inherent in Kouzes and Posner’s theory of leadership is the
premise that effective leadership practices can be learned.
The era of the effective-schools research began with James Coleman’s 1966
report entitled Equality o f Educational Opportunity. Coleman et al. (1966) reported that
school-level effects on student performance were relatively small. Opposing effectiveschools researchers sought to determine that school-level factors do indeed make a
difference in the performance of students (Bossert et al., 1982; Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte,
1991; Purkey & Smith, 1983). Among all of the correlates of effective schools identified
in the research, strong leadership became the focus for future inquiry into high
performing and improving schools. Studies with this focus became known as
administrator-effects or principal-effects studies (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; O’Donnell
& White, 2005; Owings et al., 2005).
While we know that a relationship exists between principal leadership and student
achievement, recent research has focused on understanding this complex relationship in
terms of direct and indirect effects of principal leadership on student achievement
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(Leithwood et al., 2005).

Earlier principal-effects studies tended to focus solely on the

direct relationship between principal behavior and student performance. By 1990,
researchers focused on the indirect relationship by which leadership impacts student
performance. Researchers believed that school leaders, through their actions and
behaviors, established positive school climates and improved the instructional quality,
which, in turn, impacted student learning. More complex studies emerged that controlled
for contextual variables like school culture, student socioeconomic status, percentage of
minority student population, or school size (Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger & Heck,
1996; Levacic, 2005; Pitner, 1988). Mediated-effects models were developed to account
for these context or antecedent variables in addition to a set of mediating variables that
allow for a more detailed description of the effect (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Pitner, 1988;
Van de Grift & Houtveen, 1999). Broad leadership constructs, used as mediating
variables, provide information as to how leaders directly influence the school’s climate
and thus indirectly impact student performance (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000).
For more than 35 years, the effective-schools research has reflected this trend in
thought regarding leadership and how leadership impacts organizational effectiveness as
measured by student performance (Cotton, 2003; Heck & Hallinger, 2005; Marzano et
al., 2005a; Schmoker, 2006). There continues to be an emergent need to examine what
we know about the leaders of effective schools and of schools that have made significant
gains in student achievement so that we can more efficiently and effectively train and
empower other school leaders to produce the same results (Institute for Educational
Leadership, 2005; Johnson & Uline, 2005).
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Overview of the Theoretical Model
The theoretical model used in this study was based on the pioneering work of
Pitner (1988) and Hallinger and Heck (1996, 1998). Their work examined administratoreffects and effectiveness by proposing a set of theoretical models that allows researchers
to design principal-effects studies in a variety of ways.
In an effort to design studies that are more reliable, Pitner (1998) and Hallinger
and Heck (1996, 1998) all suggest that more complex theoretical models be used as
opposed to the more simple direct-effects models. Such models would examine the
indirect effects of leadership on student achievement and incorporate the examination of
additional variables.
My study employed a modified mediated-effect with antecedent-effect model to
examine if differences existed between schools with gains above and gains below the
state’s average gain in student performance among antecedent/context variables,
principal-leadership practices, specific mediating variables, and student-learning
outcomes (see Figures 4 and 5).

Figure 4. Hallinger and Heck’s Mediated-Effects with Antecedent-Effects Model. From
“Reassessing the Principal’s Role in School Effectiveness: A Review of Empirical
Research,” by P. Hallinger and R. H. Heck, Education Administration Quarterly, 96, p.
16.
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The theoretical model that guided my research supported the identification of
antecedent variables to define the context of a school in order to further examine the
relationship of the leadership practices and behaviors of the administrator of that school.
The relationship between the antecedent/context variables, principal leadership practices,
and mediating variables influences student achievement (Cotton, 2003; Hallinger et al.,
1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Pitner, 1988).
Kouzes and Posner’s (2002; 2003b) Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) was
used to identify the leadership abilities of school administrators based on five practices of
exemplary leadership. These practices include: (a) modeling the way, (b) inspiring a
shared vision, (c) challenging the process, (d) enabling others to act, and (e) encouraging
the heart. The LPI is a research-validated tool that was used to determine an overall
leadership composite score for the principal leadership variable.

Antecedent/Context
Variables

Principal
Leadership

Mediating Variables

Student Learning
Outcomes

Figure 5. Model for examining principal effects. Adapted from “The Study of
Administrator Effects and Effectiveness,” by N. Pitner (p. 100), in N. Boyan (Ed.),
Handbook o f Research in Educational Administration, 1988, New York: Longman.

99

Researchers have shown that mediating variables have an indirect impact on
leadership and student outcome variables (Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger & Heck,
1998; Pitner, 1988). This study used the raw scores for each of the five subscales of the
LPI as the mediating variables as they represent pathways by which administrators
achieve their results. Figure 5 represents the variables examined in this study based upon
a theoretical model incorporating school antecedent/context variables, principal
leadership practices, mediating variables, and student achievement.

Summary of the Methodology
Participants in this study included 72 teachers and 24 administrators from 24
Connecticut public elementary schools. All of the schools chosen for the study made
gains in student achievement and represented one of two sample subgroups: (a) teachers
and administrators from Connecticut elementary schools with annual student
achievement gains (fourth- to fifth-grade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007
CMT) above the state’s average gain of 4%, and (b) teachers and administrators from
Connecticut elementary schools with annual student achievement gains (fourth- to fifthgrade comparison on the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 CMT) below the state’s average
gain of 4%. The 24 schools chosen for the study represented the schools at the top and
bottom of the list of schools having made achievement gains. The building administrator
and three randomly chosen teacher respondents from each school represented a single
case. Sample subgroups were each comprised of 12 cases for a total sample of 24 cases.
Information on antecedent/context variables was obtained through available data
collected and disseminated by the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE).
Specific context variables include: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced
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lunch, (b) District Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d) student
minority population percentage.
Principal leadership practices were measured through use of the Leadership
Practices Inventory (LPI) developed by Kouzes and Posner (2003b). The LPI was also
used to collect an overall leadership composite score. This 30-item questionnaire was
administered to each of the principals in the sample. In addition, three staff members
from each of the principal’s buildings were asked to complete the questionnaire regarding
the principal’s leadership practices to obtain 360-degree feedback from constituents. The
total return rate of surveys was 43%.
A combination of descriptive and inferential statistics was used to determine if
there was a statistically significant difference between variables (Patten, 2002). SPSS
was used to run multiple independent /-tests to determine if statistically significant
differences existed among the various antecedent/context, leadership practice, and
mediating variables between the two sample subgroups. The independent /-tests were
used to answer the null hypotheses.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
This study was guided by the following four research questions:
1.

Is there is a difference in the leadership practices of building administrators of

schools achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gain in
performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT? The null hypothesis stated that there is no difference in the leadership
practices of building administrators of schools achieving gains in student performance
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above the state’s average gains in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT (H01).
2. Is there a difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the building administrator’s ability to: (a)
model the way, (b) inspire a shared vision, (c) challenge the process, (d) enable others to
act, and (e) encourage the heart? The null hypothesis stated that there is no difference
between schools achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gain in
performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT and the building administrator’s ability to: (a) model the way (H02), (b) inspire
a shared vision (H03), (c) challenge the process (H04), (d) enable others to act (H05), and
(e) encourage the heart (H06).
3. Is there a difference between schools achieving gains in student performance
above the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT and schools below the state’s
average gain in performance on the CMT and the following school antecedent/contextual
variables: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch, (b) District
Reference Group (DRG), (c) total student enrollment, and (d) student minority population
percentage? The null hypothesis stated that there is no difference between schools
achieving gains in student performance above the state’s average gain in performance on
the CMT and schools below the state’s average gain in performance on the CMT with
respect to: (a) percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch (H07), (b) District
Reference Group (DRG) (H08), (c) total student enrollment (H09), and (d) student
minority population percentage (Ho10).
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4.

Are there common leadership practices, as measured by the Leadership

Practices Inventory (LPI), among school administrators of schools with gains in student
performance on the CMT higher than the state’s average gain in student performance on
the CMT? The null hypothesis stated that there are no common leadership practices, as
measured by the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI), among school administrators of
schools with gains in student performance on the CMT higher than the state’s average
gain in student performance on the CMT (H011).

Findings
The four research questions yielded a total of 11 null hypotheses. While the
series of independent /-tests revealed no statistically significant differences between
sample groups, differences in mean scores for variables associated with research
questions 3 and 4 were observed. Regardless of these slight differences, all null
hypotheses were accepted. Findings from the results include:
1.

The overall leadership composite scores and scores for the five individual

leadership practices of the LPI showed no significant difference in the means between the
two groups of administrators (1101,1102, H03, H04, H05, and H06). This demonstrates that
school administrators from schools with gains above the state’s average gain in student
performance, and administrators from schools with achievement gains below the state’s
average gain, engaged in behaviors of effective leadership with similar frequency. These
findings challenge the assumption that schools making significant progress are led by
administrators who engage in effective leadership behaviors with greater frequency than
administrators of schools with moderate gains in achievement.
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Research has shown that effective organizations and schools are led by effective
administrators (Collins, 2001; Kouzes & Posner, 2002; Marzano et al., 2005b).
Leithwood et al. (2005) reported that leadership effects are often noted where they are
needed most. These studies suggest that the demonstrated effects of leadership on
student achievement can be significant in schools with more opportunities for growth.
Progress and growth require strong leadership and the ability to navigate school reform
efforts that yield continued improvement. My study reported equally strong leadership
abilities in administrators from both sample subgroups. This suggests that effective
leadership practices are present in schools making the most gains in achievement as well
as in schools not making significant gains and that all schools have the capacity for
improvement.
2.

While differences between the antecedent/context variables for schools in the

two sample subgroups were not statistically significant, slight differences in the means
existed between the variables representing the percentage of students receiving free-andreduced lunch and the percentage of minority student population (H07; H08, H09 and
Ho10). Over time, the literature has suggested that school demographic variables, in
particular students’ SES and race, are significant predictors of student achievement
(Behuniak & Reis, 2006; Owings et al., 2005).
Currently, Connecticut has applied significant resources towards closing racial
and economic achievement gaps. While significant differences were not reflected for all
antecedent/context variables between categories (p > .05), the mean scores reported in
Table 11 do reflect a difference in the mean scores for the percentage of students
receiving free or reduced lunch (M above average gains = 31.20; M beiow average gains = 17.97) and
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the mean scores for the percentage of minority students (M
below average gains

ab0Ve average g ain s

= 37.22; M

= 19.83). These differences show that schools achieving higher gains in

student achievement have, on average, a higher percentage of students of lower
socioeconomic status and a higher percentage of minority students. These findings
suggest that regardless of demographic or antecedent/context variables, schools can make
significant improvements in student achievement.
3.

No statistically significant differences were found between groups when

comparing the 30 behavioral frequency ratings of the LPI (H011). However, 8 of the 30
items did reflect slight differences between the means. The extent to which leaders
engage in these specific leadership behaviors could relate to their overall effectiveness as
school administrators. The eight leadership behaviors observed more frequently in
administrators from schools with the highest gains in achievement include:
a. Spends time and energy making certain that the people he/she works
with adhere to the principles and standards we have agreed on
b. Searches outside the formal boundaries of his/her organization for
innovative ways to improve what we do
c. Asks for feedback on how his/her actions affect other people’s
performance
d. Asks, “What can we learn?” when things don’t go as expected
e. Publicly recognizes people who exemplify commitment to shared
values
f. Makes certain that we set achievable goals, make concrete plans, and
establish measurable milestones for the projects and programs that we work on
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g. Finds ways to celebrate accomplishments
h. Ensures that people grow in their jobs by learning new skills and
developing themselves.

Discussion and Conclusions
Although the results of the statistical analyses supported the 11 null hypotheses of
this study, findings from this study also support the premise revealed in the literature
review regarding the complex nature of leadership. Distributed leadership, as defined by
Spillane (2006), supports the notion that leadership is shared by everyone in an
organization and that everyone has the ability and opportunity to demonstrate leadership.
Similarly, Elmore (2002) suggests that leadership is not fixed with one person and that it
is to be understood as a fluid process with the leader not always being the one exercising
it. This study used the LPI to measure the frequency to which school principals engaged
in highly effective leadership behaviors. While the LPI is a comprehensive tool for
assessing various aspects of leadership in organizations, it does not account for leadership
constructs beyond that of a single leader, and therefore presents a limitation of this study.
While small sample subgroups present limitations to the generalizability of
findings, purposive sampling decisions were made to examine groups of schools on two
ends of a continuum of schools making gains in achievement with a large number of
schools separating the two groups. It was assumed that schools not having made gains in
student achievement would be reluctant to participate in the study, given the culture and
nature of accountability for raising student achievement. The sample subgroup that
represented gains below the state’s average of 4% consisted of schools with gains in
achievement between 1.2 and 2.0%. Only 30 of the 48 schools with gains between 1.0
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and 2.0% were led by administrators who were in their position for 2 or more years. The
sample subgroup of schools having the highest achievement gains experienced gains
between 12.3 and 22.2%. Thirty schools from each sample subgroup meeting the
selection criteria were invited to participate, and a total of 24 schools (12 from each
group) chose to participate and were included in the study. Had sample subgroups been
larger, they might have been more representative of the population and thus significant
differences might have been noted in the means.
This study demonstrated that regardless of the vast differences in the degree of
achievement growth between subgroups, similarities existed with respect to the
leadership profile of the school administrators. Interestingly, the means for schools’
antecedent/context variables describing school size and population demographics were
also similar between both groups; however, a rather significant range existed both within
each group and across the total sample. For example, across both samples, the total
school enrollment ranged from schools with 168 students to schools with 579 students,
the range for students receiving free or reduced lunch varied from nearly 1% to 79%, and
the range of the percentage of minority students was between 1% and 87%. This range in
antecedent/context variables demonstrates that all schools are capable of making
significant improvements with respect to student performance on standardized tests
regardless of these demographic variables.
The literature and review of research on principal-effects studies vary greatly in
terms of selection of sample groups, variables chosen, instrumentation, and methodology
(Cotton, 2003). My study contributes to the effective-schools research and principaleffects studies by studying a unique sample of schools experiencing various levels of
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gains in student achievement in a short period of time. The following conclusions are
drawn from the analyses of the results from this study.
1. Since the opportunities for achievement growth are greater in schools with a
low percentage of students at or above goal level on state-wide achievement tests, the
impact of powerful leadership practices may be commensurate to that of the leadership
practices in schools that are consistently high performing.
2. Leadership is a complex construct involving interactions of people who are
context/situation specific, and tools used to measure leadership need to account for this
dynamic.
3. Student-achievement growth trends extended over multiple years is more
likely to be a measure of growth/improvement of schools presenting an aspect of
leadership related to sustainable change.

Recommendations for Practice
Generalizability of findings from this study are limited by the size and selection
criteria of the two categorical sample groups; however, the results do have implications
for informing policy makers, administrator preparation programs, and professional
development providers and for identifying recommendations for practice and future
research.
In 2005, the Institute for Educational Leadership published a report highlighting
the importance of researching specific knowledge, skills, and attributes of school leaders
having demonstrated improved educational outcomes for children (Institute for
Educational Leadership, 2005). Given the volume of national and state-level resources
currently allocated to efforts of igniting education reform, a better understanding of what
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works is needed. State-level policy makers designing certification and accountability
measures for educational leaders, administrator-preparation programs providing rigorous
curricula and quality field experiences, and organizations providing ongoing support and
professional development for school leaders need current information pertaining to the
contexts and leadership practices of effective schools. The specific leadership behaviors
of administrators of schools making improvements need to be used to determine
certification requirements and professional standards, to provide quality pre-service
education to prospective administrators, and to provide ongoing support to school
leaders. Most importantly, current and future educational leaders need to have an
understanding that all schools can improve and change regardless of the contextual,
situational, or demographic variables.

Recommendations for Further Research
Based on the discussion of findings from this study, the following
recommendations for further research are offered:
1. To improve the ability to generalize findings, it is recommended that future
research involves an increased sample size and sample variability to include schools
demonstrating sustained growth trends over a longer period of time. In addition, sample
groups could include schools with high, moderate gains and also include schools not
having made gains in student performance on state assessments.
2. While simple statistical procedures can determine powerful differences, even
with small n sizes, future research could involve the use of more powerful statistical
analysis that would allow for weighting variables to determine the level of impact and
relationships among variables.
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3.

In addition to using a leadership scale like the LPI to measure the leadership

capacity of individuals in organizations, future researchers could consider using a
measure of distributed leadership that examines leadership across various
contexts/situations and people. If leadership is defined as the interaction among leaders,
followers, and specific contexts, a research tool that examines these complex interactions
and relationships could be developed and used.

Summary
The impact of leadership on organizational effectiveness has been documented in
education and business throughout the past century (Bennis & Nanus, 1997; Rost, 1991).
Since the effective-schools movement of the late 1960s, we have learned a great deal
about correlates of effective schools (Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte, 1991). Researchers have
spent the past 30 years trying to quantify the impact of these variables on school
effectiveness as measured by student performance on standardized tests (Waters et al.,
2003).
In summary, studying variables in effective schools and identifying the specific
contexts and behaviors that support growth in student achievement may further the ability
to transform schools that are struggling to improve the performance of their students.
Kouzes and Posner’s (2002) belief that leadership can be learned is inherent in the notion
that improvements in state-level policy and certification initiatives, administrator
preparation programs, and professional development/in-service/support/coaching
programs can greatly enhance the ability of school communities as they work toward
improving educational outcomes for children.
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APPENDIX A
LETTERS OF PERMISSION

Letters of Permission from ConnCAN
November 8, 2007
Marc Porter Magee, Ph.D.
Director of Communications and Research
ConnCAN
85 Willow Street
New Haven, CT 06511
marc.magee@conncan.org

This request is for permission to use ConnCAN data sets for academic purposes with the
following understanding:
(1) That the use of ConnCAN data are for academic/research purpose by the
signed specifically for determining a sample of CT schools for further

below

Study;

(2) That credit will be given to ConnCAN in any related written documents;
(3) That the use of ConnCAN data are for academic/research purpose and that
ConnCAN data sets will not be disseminated or shared with other persons or
organizations without written approval from ConnCAN; and
(4) That results of related studies will be shared with ConnCAN.

I understand and agree to abide by the above conditions:
(Signed)

Date:
Researcher:
David R. Cormier
Assistant Director for Program Development
State Education Resource Center
25 Industrial Park Road
Middletown, CT 06457
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Letter of Permission from Kouzes and Posner

K O U Z E S P O S N E R IN T E R N A T IO N A L
15419 Banyan Lane
Monte Sereno, California 95030
FAX: (408) 354-9170
April 16, 2007
Mr. David Cormier
598 East Street
Middletown, Connecticut 06457
Dear David,
Thank you for your request to use the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) in your
dissertation. We are willing to allow you to reproduce the instrument as outlines in your
letter, at no charge, with the following understandings:
(1) That the LPI is used only for research purposes and is not sold or used in
conjunction with any compensated management development activities;
(2) That copyright of the LPI, or any derivation of the instrument is retained by
Kouzes Posner International, and that the following copyright Statement is
included on all copies of the instrument: “Copyright 2003 James M. Kouzes and
Barry Z. Posner. All Rights Reserved. Used with Permission.”;
(3) That one (1) electronic copy of your dissertation and one (1) copy of all
paper, reports, articles, and the like which make use of the LPI data be sent
promptly to our attention; and
(4) That you agree to allow us to include an abstract of your study and any other
published papers utilizing the LPI on our various websites.
If the terms outlined above are acceptable, would you indicate so by signing one (1) copy
of this letter and returning it to us. Best wishes for every success with your research
project.
Cordially,
Barry Z. Posner, Ph.D.
Managing Partner
I understand and agree to abide by these conditions:
(Signed)__________________________________
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Date:__________________

APPENDIX B
IRB APPROVAL LETTER

July 17, 2007
David R Cormier
598 East Street
Middletown, CT 06457

Andrews & University

Dear David,
R E : A P P L IC A T IO N F O R A P P R O V A L O F R E S E A R C H IN V O L V IN G H U M A N S U B JE C T S
I R B P r o t o c o l #: 0 7 -0 5 5

A p p lic a t io n T y p e : O r ig in a l

D e p t: L ead ersh ip

R e v ie w C a te g o r y : E x e m p t

A c t io n T a k e n : A p p r o v e d

A d v is o r : Jam es T u ck er

P r o t o c o l T itle :

A n E x a m in a tio n o f C o n te x t V a r ia b le s and P rin cip a l L e a d e r sh ip P r a c tic e s in
C o n n e c tic u t S c h o o ls w ith th e H ig h e s t In crea ses in S tu d e n t P erfo rm a n ce o n State
A s s e s s m e n ts

This letter is to advise you that the Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed and approved
your proposal for research. You have been given clearance to proceed with your research plans.
All changes made to the study design and/or consent form, after initiation of the project, require
prior approval from the IRB before such changes can be implemented. Feel free to contact our
office if you have any questions.
The duration of the present approval is for one year. If your research is going to take more than
one year, you must apply for an extension of your approval in order to be authorized to continue
with this project.
Some proposal and research design designs may be of such a nature that participation in the
project may involve certain risks to human subjects. If your project is one of this nature and in the
implementation of your project an incidence occurs which results in a research-related adverse
reaction and/or physical injury, such an occurrence must be reported immediately in writing to
the Institutional Review Board. Any project-related physical injury must also be reported
immediately to University Medical Specialties, by calling (269) 473-2222.
We wish you success as you implement the research project as outlined in the approved protocol.
Sincerely,
Michael D Pearson
Administrative Associate
Institutional Review Board
Cc: James Tucker

Institutional Review Board
(269)471-6360 Fax:(269)471-6246 E-mail: irb@andrews.edu
Andrews University, Berrien Springs, M I 49104-0355
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APPENDIX C
CORRESPONDENCE TO PRINCIPALS

Letter to Principals

November 27, 2007
Dear_______________ ,
Your school has been identified as having made gains in the percentage of students
(cohort data) within goal range over the course of one year. The State Education Resource Center
(SERC) is seeking information for a study examining leadership practices and school context
variables of schools having made improvements in student achievement. Research information
from this study will be used to inform SERC’s program design and content to better support the
leadership development of Connecticut school administrators. In addition, data collected will be
used to support my doctoral dissertation examining the relationship between school context
variables and leadership practices.
As part of this study, you are being asked to:
1. Complete a brief (5-minute) self-assessment - The Leadership Practices
Inventory (LPI) developed by Kouzes and Posner (2003). Enclosed is a copy of the
LPl-Self version of the instrument for you to complete and a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for you to return the survey; and
2. Randomly select three staff members to complete one of the enclosed copies of the
LPI-Observer and return the survey to SERC in the accompanying self- addressed,
stamped envelope.
All questionnaires will be numerically coded to ensure anonymity. Please feel free to call
or write should you have any questions. I can be reached at (860) 632.1485, ext. 320 or via email at cormier@ctserc.org. It would be appreciated if you could please return the survey by
Monday, December 17, 2007, and ask your staff members to kindly do the same.
Thank you in advance for your time and assistance. I wish you well on your continuous
school improvement journey. If you are interested in a summary of the LPI results, SERC would
be happy to share them upon completion of the study.
Best Regards,

David R. Cormier
Assistant Director for Program Development, SERC
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Follow-up Email to Principals

Greetings,
Congratulations once again on your recent improvements in cohort student achievement
data. I know this is a hectic time of year and would like to thank those of you who were
able to distribute and send in your surveys. If you have not yet had an opportunity to
participate in this study, it would be greatly appreciated if you and three members of your
staff could devote 5 minutes to filling out the surveys you received. For your reference,
below is a copy of the letter previously sent explaining the purpose of the study.

Should you have any questions or need additional surveys, I would be happy to send a
duplicate packet of materials.

Thank you and best wishes on your continued school improvement journey.
David R. Cormier
Assistant Director for Program Development
State Education Resource Center
25 Industrial Park Road
Middletown, CT 06457
(860)632-1485 ext. 320
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Follow-up Letter to Principals

January 2, 2008

Dear_____________,
Thank you for responding to the request of participating in this statewide
leadership and student achievement survey. At this time, I have received your selfevaluation survey, but have not received all of the observer surveys that you distributed.
Enclosed are additional copies of surveys. It would be greatly appreciated if you could
randomly distribute the enclosed surveys to members of your school staff. Staff members
can return the surveys to SERC in the accompanying self-addressed, stamped envelopes.
All questionnaires are numerically coded to ensure anonymity. Please feel free to
call or write should you have any questions. I can be reached at (860) 632.1485, ext. 320
or via e-mail at cormier@ctserc.org.
Thank you in advance for your time and assistance. I wish you well in the New
Year.

Best Regards,

David R. Cormier
Assistant Director for Program Development, SERC
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APPENDIX D
LPI SURVEYS

LPI-Self Version

KOU ZES
P OSNER

INSTRUCT

LEADERSHIP
PRACTICES
INVENTORY
LPI
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I

s e l f

Leadership Practices Inventory
By James M. Kouzes
& Barry Z. Posner

THIRD EDITION
SELF

I ONS

You will find thirty statements describing various leadership behaviors.
Please read each statement carefully, and using the R A T IN G SC A LE
on the right, ask yourself:

NHowfrequently do I engage in the behavior
described?!)

The RATING SCALE runs
from 1 to 10. Choose the
number that best applies to
each statement.
1

=

Almost Never

: 2

-

Rarely

3

-

Seldom

4

-

Once in a While

5

=

Occasionally

When selecting your response to each statement:
■

Be realistic about the extent to which you
behavior

■

Be as honest and accurate as you can be.

■

Do NOT answer in terms of how you would like to behave or in
terms of how you think you should behave.

6

=

Sometimes

■

DO answer in terms of how you typi cally behave on most days, on
most projects, and with most people.

7

=

Fairly Often

■

Be thoughtful about your responses. For example, giving yourself
10s on all items is most likely not an accurate description of your
behavior. Similarly, giving yourself all Is or all 5s is most likely
not an accurate description either. Most people will do some
things more or less often than they do other things.

8

=

Usually

9

=

Very Frequently

■

a c tu a lly

engage in the

If you feel that a statement does not apply to you, itG probably
because you donO frequently engage in the behavior. In that case,
assign a rating of 3 or lower.

For each statement, decide on a response and then record the
corresponding number in the square to the right of the statement. After
you have responded to all thirty statements, go back through the LPI
one more time and make sure you have responded to each statement.
E v e r y statement m u s t have a rating.

10 =

When you hav e completed
the LPI-Observer, please
return it in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped
envelope.
Thank you.
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Almost Always
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The RATING SCALE runs
from 1 to 10. Choose the
response number that best
applies to each statement and
record it in the box to the
right of each statement.

1
2
3
.4
5
6
7
8
9
10

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

Almost Never
Rarely
Seldom
Once in a While
Occasionally
Sometimes
Fairly Often
Usually
Very Frequently
Almost Always

To w hat extent do YOU typically engage in the following behaviors?
1

1set a personal example of what I expect from others.

2

I talk about future trends that will influence how our work gets done.

3

I seek out challenging opportunities that test my own skills and abilities.

4

1develop cooperative relationships among the people I work with.

5

7

I praise people for a job well done.
I spend time and energy making certain that the people 1 work with adhere to the principles and standards
we have agreed on.
I describe a compelling image of what our future could be like.

6

8

1challenge people to try out new and innovative ways to do their work.

9

I actively listen to diverse points of view.

10

I make it a point to let people know about my confidence in their abilities.

11

1 follow through on the promises and commitments that I make.

12

Appeals to others to share an exciting dream of the future.

13

1search outside the formal boundaries of my organization for innovative ways to improve what we do.

14

I treat others with dignity and respect.

15

1make sure that people are creatively rewarded for their contributions to the success of our projects.

16

1ask for feedback on how my actions affect other peopleQ performance.

17

I show others how their long-term interests can be realized by enlisting in a common vision.

18

I ask NWhat can we learn ?Owhen things donOlgo as expected.

19

I support the decisions that people make on their own.

20

I publicly recognizes people who exemplify commitment to shared values.

21

I build consensus around a common set of values for running our organization.

22

24

I paint the Nrig pictureOof what we aspire to accomplish.
I make certain that we set achievable goals, make cpncrete plans, and establish measurable milestones for
the projects and programs that we work on.
1 give people a great deal of freedom and choice in deciding how to do their work.

25

1 find ways to celebrate accomplishments.

26

1am clear about my philosophy of leadership.

27

1 speak with genuine conviction about higher meaning and purpose of our work.

28

I experiment and takes risks, even when there is a chance of failure.

29

I ensure that people grow in their jobs by learning new skills and developing themselves.

30

I give the members of the team lots of appreciation and support for their contributions.

23
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Response
1 to 10

LPI-Observer Version
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PRACTICES
INVENTORY
LPI
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Leadership Practices Inventory
By James M. Kouzes
& Barry Z. Posner

THIRD EDITION
OBSERVER
INSTRUCT

I ONS

You are being asked by the person whose name appears at the top of the
next page to assess his or her leadership behaviors. Below the personOs
name, you will find thirty statements describing various leadership
behaviors. Please read each statement carefully, and using the R A T IN G
S C A L E on the right, ask yourself:

NHowfrequently does this person engage in the behavior
described?!)

The RATING SCALE runs
from I to 10. Choose the
number that best applies to
each statement.
1 =

Almost Never

1

-

Rarely

3

=

Seldom

4

=

Once in a While

5

=

Occasionally

When selecting your response to each statement:
■

Be realistic about the extent to which this person a c t u a l l y engages in
the behavior

■

Be as honest and accurate as you can be.

■

Do NOT answer in terms of how you would like to see this person
behave or in terms of how you think he or she should behave.

6

=

Sometimes

■

DO answer in terms of how this person typically behaves on most
days, on most projects, and with most people.

7

=

Fairly Often

■

Be thoughtful about your responses. For example, giving this
person 10s on all items is most likely not an accurate description of
his or her behavior. Similarly, giving someone all Is or all 5s is
most likely not an accurate description either. Most people will do
some things more or less often than they do other things.

8

=

Usually

9

=

Very Frequently

■

If you feel that a statement does not apply, itOqrrobably because you
donOt ee or experience the behavior. That means this person does
not frequently engage in the behavior, at least around you. In that
case, assign a rating of 3 or lower.

For each statement, decide on a response and then record the
corresponding number in the square to the right of the statement. After
you have responded to all thirty statements, go back through the LPI one
more time and make sure you have responded to each statement. E v e r y
statement m u s t have a rating.

10 =

When you have completed
the LPI-Observer, please
return it in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped
envelope.
Thank you.
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The RATING SCALE runs
from 1 to 10. Choose the
response number that best
applies to each statement and
record it in the box to the
right of each statement.

Name of Leader

1 = Almost Never
2 = Rarely
3 - Seldom
4 = Once in a While
5 = Occasionally
6 - Sometimes
7 = Fairly Often
8 = Usually
9 = Very Frequently
10 - Almost Always

Building Principal

To what extent does this leader typically engage in the following behaviors? He or She:
i

Sets a personal example of what he/she expects from others.

2

Talks about future trends that will influence how our work gets done.

3

Seeks out challenging opportunities that test his/her own skills and abilities.

4

Develops cooperative relationships among the people he/she works with.

5

7

Praises people fora job well done.
Spends time and energy making certain that the people he/she works with adhere to the principles and
standards we have agreed on.
Describes a compelling image of what our future could be like.

6

8

Challenges people to try out new and innovative ways to do their work.

9

Actively listens to diverse points of view.

10

Makes it a point to let people know about his/her confidence in their abilities.

11

Follows through on the promises and commitments he/she makes.

12

Appeal to others to share an exciting dream of the future.

13

Searches outside the formal boundaries of his/her organization for innovative ways to improve what we do.

14

Treats others with dignity and respect.

15

Makes sure that people are creatively rewarded for their contributions to the success of our projects.

16

Asks for feedback on how his/her actions affect other peopleQ performance.

17

Shows others how their long-term interests can be realized by enlisting in a common vision.

18

Asks N\Wiat can we leam?Owhen things donOtgo as expected.

19

Supports the decisions that people make on their own.

20

Publicly recognize people who exemplify commitment to shared values.

21

Builds consensus around a common set of values for running our organization.

22

24

Paints the N)ig pictureOof what we aspire to accomplish.
Makes certain that we set achievable goals, make concrete plans, and establish measurable milestones for
the projects and programs that we work on.
Gives people a great deal of freedom and choice in deciding how to do their work.

25

Finds ways to celebrate accomplishments.

26

Is clear about his/her philosophy of leadership.

27

Speaks with genuine conviction about higher meaning and purpose of our work.

28

Experiments and take risks, even when there is a chance of failure.

29

Ensures that people grow in their jobs by learning new skills and developing themselves.

30

Gives the members of the team lots of appreciation and support for their contributions.

23
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